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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

This report is the second phase of what is known as the
Washington County Urban Services Study. First phase research
commenced in March, 1983 and was completed in December, 1983. The
focus of this first phase was the comparative cost of urban
service provision by jurisdiction by service for the cities,
special districts (excluding schools) and County that provide
services inside the Washington County Urban Growth Boundary. The
results of this research were reported in "Expenditures for Urban
Services in Washington County: A Benchmark Comparison" which was
issued in January, 1984. The second phase research examined the
revenue and expenditure patterns for the provision of all County
services.
These expenditures and revenues were examined on the
basis of geographic points of delivery and origin.
In other
words, the County was divided into three geographic areas:
Incorporated (cities), Suburban (unincorporated but inside the
Urban Growth Boundary), and Rural (unincorporated but outside the
Urban Growth Boundary) . County revenues (taxes, fees, grants,
etc.)
were examined in terms of how much each area produced and
expenditures in terms of how much each area received.
The
difference between revenue and expenditure produces a measure of
"revenue equity" by service.
In sum, this report prov ides a
measure of the extent to which the County's expenditures for
service are equitably related to the source of its revenues.

DOUBLE TAXATION, URBAN SUBSIDIES, ETC.
Double Taxation and Urb an Subsidy are terms which have been used
to characteriz e tax es ra ised by counti e s
insid e citi es and
expended on services provided to unincorporated areas.
In most
cases this situation has occurred as much by historical accident
as by plan.
Counties, with the exception of home rule counties,
are administrative subdistricts of the state, created originally
to provide governmental services to sparsely populated rural
are as .
As citie s d e veloped, the y estab lished jurisdi c tional
responsibiliti es
within
County
bou nd ar ies.
The
geographic
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over 1 ap
of
boundaries
created
the
poss i bi 1 i ty
for
double
taxation.
The possibility does not become a reality, however,
until a County provides more services outside the city than
inside the city, using funds raised in the city.
It is also
possible that the reverse situation may exist.
The County may
provide services to residents inside a city using revenues raised
from unincorporated areas.
If subsidies exist, they are not necessarily improper.
In the
United States,
taxes
are consciously
used
to
redistribute
wealth.
For example, the federal income tax is levied at a
higher rate on the wealthy than the poor so that tax funds spent
on social welfare programs benefit the poor at the expense of the
more well off.
The County could also raise tax revenue to
reallocate money from one group to another.
An example of this
would be a cooperative library levy on all county residents used
to reimburse city libraries for their use by non-residents.
Double taxation and subsidies become an issue when they exist
either through historical accident or because they do not
accomplish the policy goals set for them.
In the context of the
Portland metropolitan area, Double Taxation is an issue more for
historical
reasons
than
because
of
planned
subs id i za t ion.
Consequently, the jurisdictions which financed this study sought
documentation of the existence of this problem and its extent.
From this point, the jurisdictions must decide for themselves
what they wish to accomplish and what actions are necessary.

METHODOLOGY
The methodology for thi s study is explained in Chapter 2 . In
general, the data used a re drawn fr om the Fiscal Year 1981-8 2
Was h ing ton County Budg e t. Revenues a re tho se listed in the budget
and were confirmed by the County staff.
Similarly, expenditures
are taken from the budget but have been allocated to the three
geographic areas to reflect the distribution of service.
Thus,
when expenditures are reported for each geographic area they
refl ec t the proportion of to tal expenditure attr ibutabl e to that
area in servi ce provid ed .
Servi ce delivery distributions wer e
deriv e d from indi vidu al d e part me n t records ei ther dir ec tly or
through estimates derived from samples of the records.
Some
servi ce delivery distributions are based on est ima tes using the
judg e me nts of
the
investigators
supported
by
the
informed
jud gement of County staf f .
The Expe ndit u re-Re v enu e Differential produ ced fo r each s ervice
area reflects the simple ari thmeti c of subtracting one number
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from
another .
Yet,
these
numbers
should
be
interpreted
careful 1 y.
Differentials of less than $100, 000 probably should
be
ignored
for
several
reasons.
First,
there
may
be
a
considerable margin of error
in the estimation of service
delivery and cost allocation. Secondly, even if the numbers were
accurate, the cost to rectify this differential may exceed the
benefits to be gained.
More importantly, as discussed below,
this study examines expenditure and revenue for one fiscal year.
There can be annual changes in the service delivery pattern that
might shift a subsidy $100,000 without effort.
Thus, general
trends and gross differentials are the most important issues, not
the exact extent of the dollar amounts.

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
The report is a best professional analysis of the actual events
and circumstances in Washington County. It was produced with the
strong cooperation and participation of County staff and the
assistance of city and special district officials.
Thus, it is
accurate within the realm of what can feasibly be done and
unbiased in that it does not attempt to make a case for one
opinion or another.
More importantly, throughout the research
process, most of the local government jurisdictions in Washington
County actively participated in reviewing and commenting on
drafts and exchanging information concerning the results of the
effort.
This communication process itself is perhaps one of the
most positive outcomes of the study.
From the perspective of changing institutions, it is very
important that the findings be interpreted in the context of the
County as it was and is now.
The base year for this study was
1981-82. Since that time, significant changes have been made in
the structure of the County government.
For one, the state has
assumed responsibility for the court system.
Hence, we have not
reported on that service in this study.
Secondly, there have
been
significant
reorganizations
of
departments
and
reorientations of services.
The Cooperative Library Service is
now operating under a different revenue allocation formula and
the Public Works and Planning Departments are radically different
organizations than they were in 1981-82. Thus, some of the
findings
of
this
report
are
outdated.
These
changes
in
organization and funding have already shifted expenditure-revenue
differentials.
For example, the 1981 Road Serial Levy is not an
ongoing expenditure and its differential no longer exists.
At
some point, the County may wish to update the report to establish
the ex tent of change and its impact on service deli very and
revenue equity.
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The strengths of the report lie in its objective, descriptive
analysis of the County revenue-expenditure relationships.
With
the completion of the report, both the County and other affected
jurisdictions have a concrete sense of the extent and direction
of subsidies.
From this knowledge, appropriate strategies can be
identified and
adopted.
The
process
of
identifying
these
strategies and adopting them has been advanced by the cooperation
invested in the development and funding of the report itself.
There is no guarantee that the jurisdictions will continue to
cooperate as well or at all.
Yet, there exists a substantial
investment
of
effort
made
through
the
leadership
of
the
participating executives and elected officials that has at least
set the direction and created the possibility.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The research team appreciates the extreme cooperation of the
County staff throughout the research process, particularly Bruce
Thomson
and Paul Shinn. Every city and special district which
participated designated a staff person who provided assistance in
many ways.
Of particular help were Tim Erwert, Blair Crumpacker,
Joy Martin, Steve Rhodes, Russ Washburn, Chuck Jones and Dick
Dieterich. After almost two and one-half years of work with these
and other individuals, we have come to think that Washington
County is well served by the quality of its public officials and
we owe them a debt of gratitude.
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Chapter 2
EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES

This
chapter
discusses
the
Expenditure-Revenue
Differential
concept,
the
allocation
of
revenues
and
expenditures
to
geographic areas within the County, the nature of revenues in the
General Fund, Gran ts and Fee Revenues, and the di str i but ion of
expenditures (services).

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL METHODOLOGY

Service delivery is defined as EXPENDITURES for provision of a
service.
There are other definitions of service delivery, such
as road miles maintained or library books circulated, but these
measures cannot be readily compared with each other.
The payment
for a service is not always a straightforward process.
To permit
comparison across service categories, this study reports service
delivery as dollar expenditures.
Most services are funded by more than one source.
Even if the
General Fund provides all the money for a service, that fund
receives money from at least 21 different sources.
The sum of
all funds for a particular service is the defined as REVENUE for
a service.
Revenue falls into four categories: General Fund or
Dedicated Property Taxes, Fees and Charges, State and Federal
Grants, and Other Revenues such as expense reimbursements.

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
For a variety of reasons, services provided by the County are not
always delivered uniformly.
Police service (Sheriff)
is not
provided generally to
the residents of the cities.
These
incorporated areas normally provide their own police protection.
Differential
service
provision
is
primarily
the
result of
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jurisdictional boundaries.
Mental Health is a service which is
provided county wide but only used on an as needed basis.
Tax
Assessment is a service used by all residents of the County. When
the pattern of service delivery differs from the pattern of
revenue generation within a given geographic area, a difference
exists between revenue generated and expenditures for services in
that area.
This difference is called the Expenditure-Revenue
Differential.
This study examines each County service to establish whether a
differential exists and its extent.
This analysis is derived
using a table which looks like the following Example Table,
showing the distribution of $1,000 in general fund revenue
according to the General Fund allocation percentage (discussed
1 a ter) .
The expenditure for th is example (service deli very) 1 s
allocated according to the distribution of population in the
county.
The Incorporated area has a differential of -$3.00 or
(3.00). This means that the Incorporated area receives $3.00 less
in service expenditure than it provides in revenue, and can be
thought of as a net flow of money from the Incorporated area
(-$3.00) to the Unincorporated area (+$3.00).
EXAMPLE TABLE

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

===== ===== === ====== ======= ===== ====== ======= == ==== ======== ====== ==== ==
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

1,000.00

4 37. 0 0

476.00

86.00

TOTAL
REVENUES

1,000.00

4 37. 0 0

476.00

86.00

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

1,000.00

434.00

453.00

113.00

======= ==== =========================== ========== === === ===== === ========
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFE RE NTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

- 7 -

( 3 .00)

(23.00)

27. 00

-0.00
- 0 .00

-0.00
-0.0 0

0.00
0.00

DIFFERENTIAL TABLES AND ROUNDING ERRORS
Rounding errors in the calculation of the differential result in
the differentials not summing to $0 in a 11 cases.
The Example
Table shown above provides a good example of this problem.
rrhe
Incorporated Area differential is -$3, the Suburban -$23, and the
Rur a 1 is +$ 27. When these differentials are added together they
should sum to $0. However, they do not--they sum to +$1. This is
the result of the effects of rounding error.
All of the
allocation
percentages
are
three
digit
numbers
i.e.,
Incorporated Population = .434 Total Population), rounded down
from a 9 place decimal.
This rounding process produces a small
amount
of
error
in
the
calculated
Expenditure-Revenue
Differential. This error is no more than plus or minus 0.001 for
each table presented.

DIFFERENTIAL TABLES
The structure of the Expenditure-Revenue Differential table shows
several things about the analytic method used in this report.
First, there are several potential revenue sources for each
service provided by the County
(General Fund or Dedicated
Property Taxes, Fees and Charges, State and Federal Grants, and
Other Revenues) . Each revenue source has its own characteristic
distribution within the County. It is the difference between the
distribution of revenues and the distribution of expenditures
which
produces
the
Expenditure-Revenue
Differential.
The
allocation of these revenues wi 11 be discussed in more deta i 1
later in this chapter.
The Example Table is for a General Fund
supported service.
Tables for special fund services such as
Roads, the Cooperative Library Service, and Dog Control (which do
not receive any General Fund money) do not include the General
Fund revenue category.
The Expenditure-Revenue Differential for each service is shown
on the bottom line of these charts and may be positive or
negative.
The differential is also presented in the per capita
and per $1000 of assessed value forms to provide a comparison of
the relative magnitude of the differential in each geographic
area.
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GEOGRAPHIC ALLOCATION AREAS
All
revenues and
services are allocated
to
one
of
three
geographic areas.
The 11 Incorporated Area 11 contains all land
within the incorporated cities: Beaverton, Hillsboro, Tigard,
Tualatin, Forest Grove, Sherwood, Cornelius, Durham, King City,
North
Plains,
Gaston,
Banks,
Wilsonville,
Lake
Oswego,
Rivergrove,
and
Portland.
The "Unincorporated Area"
is
the
remainder of the County and is divided into two areas: "Suburban 11
and 11 Rural". The Suburban Area contains all unincorporated land
inside the Urban Growth Boundary. The Rur a 1 Area contains a 11
uni ncor por a ted 1 and outside the Urban Growth Boundary. It was
necessary to make a separate allocation area for the Unified
Sewerage Agency (USA), since its physical and service boundaries
do not include the entire county and do not match each other.
The City of Hillsboro is included in USA service boundaries (USA
provides
service
on
a
contract
basis)
but
not
in
USA
jurisdictional allocations.
In addition,
the Unincorporated
portion of USA is almost entirely within the Suburban Area of the
County. USA does not have a Rural allocation area.

REVENUE SOURCE ALLOCATIONS
The process of geograhpically allocating revenues began with a
review of
the manner
in which revenues wer e
generated or
a llocated to the County by the st a te and / o r feder a l governme nts.
Most revenue sources are related directly or indirectly to the
distribution of population, assessed value, or personal income in
the County. Thes e wer e dete rmined using information from t he US
Censu s 1980 (revised) a nd the County Ta x Ass e ssor. The y are shown
in the following table:

9 -

TABLE 1
POPULATION, NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS, ASSESSED VALUES, AND PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES RAISED BY JURISDICTION IN FY 81-82

JURISDICTION

POPULATION

Beaverton
31, 9 26
Hillsboro
27, 6 6 4
Ti g ard
15, 109
Forest Grove
11,499
Tualatin
8,700
Cornelius
4,462
Sherwood
2, 38 6
King City
1, 8 5 3
Durham
707
North Plain s
715
Banks
489
Gaston
471
Portland (pt)
646
Lake Oswego (pt)
5
Wilsonville (pt)
20
Ri ver g ro v e (pt)
27
SUBTOTAL

106,674

HOUSEHOLDS

ASSESSED
VALUE (000'S)

INCORPORATED AREA
14,045
1,044,697
10,109
707,183
6, 414
6 28, 76 8
4, 5 23
236, 3 20
3,554
29 4, 05 7
1,756
92,857
971
59, 4 37
1, 238
7 7, 6 39
26 , 814
24 2
15,941
26 2
8, 79 2
18 8
6, 118
16 3
40 2
18, 371
2
3, 0 27
35, 4 3 2
7
9 59
12
43,888

AREA PROPERTY
TAXES *
$30,177,808
$18, 6 38, 5 91
$14,792,3 0 5
$ 6, 0 46,615
$ 7, 37 2, 17 4
$ 2,198,339
$ 1, 5 01, 24 0
$ 1, 7 0 2, 6 29
596, 0 64
$
$
4 31, 28 3
$
2 10,492
$
196,088
$
49 8, 4 38
$
69, 78 2
$
854,557
$
20 ,992

3,256,412

$85,307,397

UNINCORPORATED

Subu rba n
Rur al

111,357
27 , 77 7

36,67 6
9,67 6

3 , 321, 6 1 0
58 9 ,224

$ 8 8 , 6 5 6 , 27 9
$13, 22 5, 613

SUBTOTAL

139, 134

4 6, 35 2

3,91 0 ,834

$101,881,893

245,8 0 8

9 0 , 24 0

7 ,167,246

$ 187, 189, 29 0

====== == =========== ==== == ==== == ==== == ==== == =====================
COUNT Y TOTAL

UN IF IED SEWER AGE AGE NCY

In co r po r ate d
Suburban

78 ,95 8
109, 297

3 2 , 4 35
53,211

2, 51 2 , 8 38
3, 27 3, 25 2

N/ A
N/ A

==== === === == ===== == === === === ====== == ==== == ==== ====== ===== == ==== =
TOTAL

188, 255

8 5,646

5,78 6 , 0 9 0

*Th i s c o l u mn indi c at e s t h e tot al c o ll ect ion of a l l p rop erty t ax e s
l e vied by a ll j u r i sdi c tio n s
wi thin e a c h """Clty ,
e .g .
th e
Beave rto n t o t a l
inc lude s i ts p roper ty tax a nd th a t amount

-
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collected in the city by Tualatin Hills
District,
Unified
Sewerage
Agency,
Washington County, etc.

Park and Recreation
Beaverton
Schools,

These distributions were used to establish allocation percentages
for revenues derived from the various geographical areas of the
County.

ALLOCATION OF REVENUES RECEIVED FROM STATE AND FEDERAL
SOURCES
Most State and Federal grants and Federal General Revenue Sharing
monies come from state and federal general funds.
These general
funds derive the majority of their resources from personal income
tax receipts.
In Calendar Year 1980 personal income tax receipts
amounted to 55 percent of total revenue collections received by
the
Internal
Revenue
Service
(US
STATISTICAL
ABSTRACT).
Employment taxes, directly related to per son a 1 income, amounted
to an additional 25 percent of total collections.
The dominant
source of revenue for the Oregon General Fund is also the
personal income tax.
Corporate income taxes are not a dominant source of revenue at
either the state or fed e ral level.
No data are available on
which to base a distribution of corporate r e venue in Washington
County. Accordingly, corporate income taxes were not used to
distribute
state
and
federal
grant
monies.
In
addition
(according to the Department of Revenue),
approximately 80
percent of the corporate income tax collected by the State of
Oregon is derived from corporate operations outside the state
(du e to Oregon's unitary corporate income tax structur e ).
It was decided to geographically allocate state and federal
grant monies based on the distribution of personal income. To do
this allocation it was necessary to estimate the distributi o n of
personal income in the County. A surrogate for this distribution
wa s constructed using the median household income and the number
of household s by census tract for ea ch juri s diction.
The number
of households in each portion of a census tract was multiplied by
the median household income in the same portion of the census
tract.
These numbers were summed to provide a total estimate of
personal income for the Incorporated, Suburban and Rural Areas.
The Incorpor a t e d Area h a d 38.8 p e rcent of the total p er sonal
inc ome, th e Sub urban Ar ea 50. 5 p e r cent, and th e Rural Ar ea 11. 2
p e r c e nt.
Thi s distrib uti on is u sed to a llo ca t e re venue rece ived

-
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from
the
state and
federal
sources.
The
following
table
summarizes the major revenue allocation factors for each area of
the County.
TABLE 2
REVENUE ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA

ALLOCATION
TYPE

GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF COUNTY
INCORPORATED
RURAL
SUBURBAN

POPULATION
HOUSEHOLD
PERSONAL INCOME
ASSESSED VALUE
TOTAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUE

4 3. 4%
48.6%
38. 3%
45.4%
45.6

45. 3%
40.6%
50.5%
46.4%
47.4%

11. 3%
10.8%
11. 2%
8. 2%
7 .1%

EXPENDITURE ALLOCATIONS
The allocation of several expenditures is more complicated than
the revenue allocations.
In many cases, it was not possible to
develop a clear basis for allocating expenditures because the
services
were
not
delivered
directly
to
any
given
area.
Administrative and Central Services are a good example.
In such
cases, service expenditures were allocated based on population
distribution or an alternative.
Many of the services covered in
this
report
are
delivered
to
identifiable
populations
or
geographic areas.
The records of the departments providing these
services were reviewed (if possible) and a service delivery
distribution developed.
When the problem of confidentiality
limited the ability of the research team to sample records,
samples were drawn and processed by County staff.
The process
used to determine the distribution of service delivery will be
discussed in each service section of this report.

REVENUE SOURCES

County revenue sources fall
into several broad categories:
property taxes, shared taxes from various sources (both state and
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federal), state and federal grants, fees and charges for County
services and other types of user fees.
Many of these revenues
can be directly attributed to part icula~ services: for example,
building permit fees.
These fees are collected by the Building
Department and used to cover the cost of providing building
inspection services.
A number of these revenue sources are
discussed below to further explain their origins and, in the case
of general fund revenues, to explain their allocation across the
Incorporated, Suburban, and Rural Areas of the County.

GENERAL FUND REVENUE SOURCES
The County General Fund receives revenue from
21 different
sources.
The largest source is the property tax, accounting for
nearly two-thirds of all general fund revenues.
Each revenue
category is generated on a different basis and its allocation
varies across the Incorporated, Suburban, and Rural Areas.

PROPERTY TAX
In. FY 1981-82 the property tax provided $12,486,961 to the
General Fund and an additional $365,435 in delinquent property
taxes.
Property tax is generated by an ad valor um tax levied
against all taxable land and structures in the County. The
revenues from this source are generated from the Incorporated,
Suburban, and Rural Areas in proportion to their relative shares
of the total assessed value of land and structures.
These
proportions are Incorporated 45.4 percent, Suburban 46.4 percent,
and Rural 8.2 percent.

CIGARETTE TAX
State Cigarette Tax revenues received by the County in FY 81-82
provided the General Fund with $362,067. This revenue is a state
shared
revenue
produced
by a
state
tax
on
the
sale
of
cigarettes.
A portion of this tax is set aside for distribution
to counties on the basis of the population of individual counties
in relation to the total population of the state (per capita).
These revenues are geographically allocated based on population.

-
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These proportions are Incorporated
percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.

43.4

percent,

Suburban

45. 3

LIQUOR TAX
State Liquor tax revenues received by the County in FY 81-82
totaled $610, 175. This is a state shared revenue produced by a
state tax on the sale of all alcoholic beverages.
A portion of
this revenue is set aside for distribution to counties based on
their
total
populations.
These revenues are geographically
allocated on the same basis: Incorporated 43.4 percent, Suburban
4 5. 3 percent, and Rur a 1 11. 3 percent.
Another port ion of the
liquor tax revenues is sent to the County for use in mental
health programs, and allocated as grant revenue in the mental
health section of this report.

FEDERAL GENERAL REVENUE SHARING
Federal Revenue Sharing provided the County General Fund with
$1,480,779 in FY 81-82. This revenue comes to the County from the
federal government (primarily from Federal Income Tax)
which
dis tributes a port ion of its revenues to local governments for
use at their discretion.
The money is allocated using a formula
based in part on the population of the county.
This results in
the following allocation: Incorporated 38.3 percent, Suburban
50.5 percent, and Rural 11.2 percent.

PRIVILEGE TAX
The Privilege Tax provided the General Fund with $33,688 in FY
81-82. This tax is a state shared revenue which is raised by the
statewide collection of a flat fee per amusement device (pin ball
game, video game, etc).
The state retains 60 percent of the tax
and distributes the remaining 40 percent among counties based on
total population.
Thus, these revenues are allocated to the
geographic areas of the county based on population. This results
in the following allocation: Incorporated 43.4 percent, Suburban
45.3 percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.

-

14 -

REAL ESTATE TRANSFER TAX
Washington County levies a tax of 0.1 percent of the total va l ue
of sale on properties sold within the county.
This tax is
collected at the time a new deed or purchase contract is
recorded.
The tax was geographically allocated based on shares
of the total assessed value.
This resulted in the following
allocation: Incorporated 45.4 percent, Suburban 46.4 percent, and
Rural 8.2 percent.
The $523,163 raised by this tax in FY81-82
will be geographically distributed using these same percentages.

HOTEL-MOTEL TAX
Washington County levies a 5 percent tax on hotel and mote l room
rent a 1 i n the county •
The c i t i es are a 11 o t t ed that po r t i on o f
the tax raised within their jurisdictions and the County retained
the remainder.
In FY 81-82, this tax produced $355,622 in
general fund revenue.
The County portion of this tax is raised
almost entirely within the Suburban Area.
This
revenue
is
allocated using the following percentages: Suburban 9 5 percent,
and Rural 5 percent.

CABLE TV FRANCHISE FEES
In FY 81-82 the County General Fund received $46,609 from Cable
TV Franchise Fees. This money was derived entirely from the
Suburban Area, and so allocated to it.

INTEREST ON FONDS INVESTED
Wa shington County pl a ces muc h of its revenue which is not ne eded
f or curr e nt e x p enditures in an investme nt po o l.
This rev e nue i s
de riv e d f rom g rant f und s , propert y t a x r ec e ip ts, s t a t e s ha red
revenues, federal shared revenues and o ther similar f unds which
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come to the County in large blocks.
The interest on this
investment
is
the
second
largest
source
of
general
fund
revenues.
A large share is earned on the investment of property
tax receipts prior to their disbursal to the jurisdictions which
levy the taxes.
This revenue is allocated to the geographic
areas based on the relative proportion of total property tax
revenue
raised
in
each.
This
results
in
the
following
distribution: Incorporated 45.6 percent, Suburban 47.4 percent,
and Rural 7.1 percent.

0 & C TIMBER SALE REVENUE
Under the Chamberlain-Ferris Revestment Act of 1916 (see Appendix
A) , 0 & C funds are dis tr i bu ted to counties in western Oregon
from the sale of timber cut on the lands originally granted to
the O & C Ra i 1 road by the federal government.
Revenue deri v ed
from these sales is placed in a special fund in the U. s.
Treasury and distributed to the eighteen counties using a formula
defined in the Act. Thus, the County rec e ives these fun d s by
virtue of congr e ssional action and decisions reguarding any
changes in the funding process are beyond the control of the
County. In FY 81-82 this revenue amounted to $610, 175. There is
no distinct geographical basis for the distribution of these
revenues, so they are allocated to the geographic areas based on
the population distribution in the county.
This results in the
f o llowing alloc a tion: Incorporated 4 3 . 4 p e rcen t , Suburba n 45. 3
percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.

SALE OF FOR ECLOS ED PRO PERTY
Revenue from the sale of foreclosed pr o perty (Acco u nt # 710 0) is
actually revenue from timber sales produced on property which the
county f oreclosed on many y e ars a go.
This property was turned
over
to
th e
State
Forestry
De partment
for · manag emen t
as
c ommerc ial f orest land.
In FY 8 1-8 2 thi s rev e nue a mount e d to
$203, 0 86. It i s ent i r e ly de rive d f r om the Rur a l Area o f th e
County and allocated to it.
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SALE OF MATERIALS & PUBLICATION, PERSONAL PROPERTY,
AND REAL PROPERTY
Revenue from these sources (Account numbers 7 210, 7 230, 7 250)
comes from the sales of various materials, publications and
pieces of property made by the County during any given year.
In
FY 81-82 this
revenue totaled $30,892 and
is not derived
specifically from any one geographic area.
This revenue is
allocated geographically based on population.
This results in
the following allocation: Incorporated 43.4 percent, Suburban
45.3 percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.

OTHER GENERAL FUND REVENUES
These revenues include Rentals #4300, Concessions #4500, Other
Revenue From the Use of Money #4900, Other Agencies #5900,
Beginning Fund Balance (Cash on Hand), Federal Payment in Lieu of
Tax #7303. There is no clear geographic source for most of these
revenues which amounted to $ 230, 994 in FY 81-8 2. These revenues
were allocated based on the population distribution.
This
resulted in th e following allocation, Incorporated 43.4 percent,
Suburban 45.3 percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.

GENERAL FUND ALLOCATION
The distribution of General Fund revenues to the three areas of
the County is the sum of all the revenue distributions discussed
in the preceeding section.
This results in the following:
Incorporated 43.7 percent , Suburban 47.7 percent, and Rural 8.6
per ce nt (as s hown in the table b el ow).
This allocation is us ed
to distribut e Gener al Fund moni es rec e iv e d by Ge n e ral Fund
supported services.
To derive an allocation of General Fund
money to a given service, the total fees and charges, grants, and
other revenues directly attributed to the servi ce in FY 81-82 are
accounted for, a dded in to its expenditure-revenue di ffe rent ia 1
tabl e , and th e n subtra cted from the total ex penditur e f or tha t
s e rvic e .
The remaining ex p e nditu re is the amo unt of Ge n era l Fund
mon ey r eq uir e d to support s e rvic e provision.
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TABLE 3
DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL FUND REVENUE SOURCES BY AREA

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
FY 1981-82

UNINCOPORATED
INCORPORATED
RURAL
ALLOCATION
SUBURBAN
ALLOCATION
ALLOCATION

=====================================================================
PROPERTY TAX
DELINQUENT

12,486,961
36 5 t 4 35

5,669,080
165,907

5,781,463
169,196

1,023,931
29 t 9 6 6

--------------------------------------------------------------------SUBTOTAL
1,053,896
5,950,659
12 8 5 2 39 6
5 8 34 9 8 8
--------------------------------------------------------------------CIGARETTE TAX
40,914
362,067
164,016
157t137
t

t

t

t

LIQUOR TAX
FED REVENUE
SHARING
PRIVILEGE TAX
REAL ESTATE
TRANSFER TAX
HOTEL TAX
CABLE FRANCHISE
INTEREST
0 & c REVENUE
FORECLOSURE
RENTALS
CONCESSIONS
OTHER REVENUE
OTHER AGENCY
OTHER PERMIT
SALE MATERIALS
SALE PERSONAL
PROPERTY
SALE REAL
PROPERTY
TELEPHONE
REIMBURESMENT
OTHER 7900
IN LIEU TAX
CASH CARRY
OVER

610,175
1,480,779

264,816
567t138

276 t 409
747,793

68,950
165,847

33,688
523,163

14 t 6 21
2 37 t 516

15 t 261
24 2, 224

3,807
42,899
17,781

26 t 7 20

9 27 t 7 4 8
265,096
0
55,579
6 77
234
4,778
217
5,050
3 t 9 33
0
4 t 4 24
0
11,596

337 ,841
46,609
9 6 4 t 37 0
27 6 t 7 0 2
0
58,012
7 07
245
4,987
227
5 t 271
4,106
0
4 t 618
0
12,104

144,452
69,023
203,086
14 t 4 71
176
61
1, 244
57
1,315
1, 0 24
0
1 , 15 2
0
3,019

35 t 0 35
288
8 9 , 5 35

15 t 20 5
125
38 , 8 58

15, 8 71
130
40,559

3,959
33
10,117

SUBTOTAL

6,584,687

2,574,75 0

3,218, 0 62

793,387

355,622
46,609
2 t 0 34 t 5 36
610,821
203,086
128,062
1,560
540
11,009
500
11, 6 35
9,063
10 t 19 4

========= ====== ======== ==== ========= ==== === ======= === ================
TOTAL
PERCENT OF

19,437,083

8,409,738

9,168, 72 1

1, 8 4 7 , 28 3

0 .4 33

0. 4 7 2

0.095

TOTAL
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ALLOCATION OF FEES AND CHARGES
The geographic allocation of fees and charges is done on an
individual service basis, normally using the same distribution as
that of the service delivery.
However, if available information
shows
that
fees
were
collected
through
an
alternative,
geographically
distinct
allocation,
they
are
allocated
according 1 y.
Many of the fees and charges identified in this
analysis are collected and deposited into the General Fund and so
are not separate from it in the budget.
In addition, all
department expenditures are paid from the General Fund. However,
f or the purpose of this analysis, those fees and charges which
can be
identified as having been derived directly from a
particular service are credited to that service and deleted from
the General Fund. This allows a better assessment of the extent
to which a service is supported by its users.

ALLOCATION OF GRANTS
The allocation of grants to the geog r aphic areas o f the Coun ty is
made on a s e rvice by service b as is using the distribution of
personal income in th e County. This distribution is Incorporated
38.3 percent,
Unincorporated
50.5
percent,
and
Rural
11.2
percent.
Grant monies received by the County for
specific
program use are credited to these programs as rev e nues.

ALLOCATION OF OTHER REVENUES
The Othe r Re venue c a t ego ry cont a ins a vari e ty of small r eve nues
which do n ot fit int o o th e r majo r ca t e gorie s .
These rev e n ues are
d e riv e d from s uch div ers e sour ces as expe n se rei mburs e me n t , cash
on hand (ending fund balance), interest on investments, and other
small revenu e sources.
Specific rev e nue sources are discuss e d in
each appr o piate section.
It is u s ually difficult to determine an
exact g eog raphic di s tribution for these r e v e nu e s.
The r efo re,
unless spec ifically s t a t e d in th e discussi o n of a p art i c ular
s e rvi ce , th e Other Re v e n u e s are g e og ra p hi call y allocated on th e
bas i s of p op ul at ion.
Thi s d i stributio n is : I nco rp or a t e d 43 . 4
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percent, Suburban 45.3 percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.
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Chapter 3
URBAN SERVICES

Washington County provides a group of Urban Services to its
residents
including
Police
(Sheriffs
Patrol
and
Dispatch),
Planning, Community Development (Block Grants), Sewers, Building
Inspection, Roads and Road Maintenance, LID' s, Street Lighting,
Library, and Parks and Recreation services.
These services are
similar in some cases to corresponding services provided by the
cities, but many differ.
Roads
and
Road Maintenance,
Library,
and
Sewer
will
be
discussed in separate chapters.
Street Lighting and LID's are
not included in this report because they are provided to very
localized areas on what is essentially a fee for service basis.
This service provision method does not have an effect on the
analysis because an Expenditure-Revenue differential cannot be
derived for services that are provided to small areas on a fee
for service basis.
This chapter includes the analysis of the following services:
Police
(Sheriffs Operations and Central Dispatch), Corrununity
Development (Block Grants), Planning, Building Inspection, and
Parks and Recreation. The urban services discussed
in this
chapter are similar to the urban services studied in the Phase I
Report, however the expenditures totals in these two reports are
not directly comparable because they were derived using different
methodologies.

POLICE SERVICES
The Public Safety Department
services.
Pol ice
dispatch
Communications
Division
of
Department.

-

(Sheriff) provides police patrol
services
are
provided
by
the
the
Finance
and
Administration
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SHERIFFS OPERATIONS
The Operations Division is the largest single component of the
Public
Safety
Department
(County
Sheriffs
Department)
and
employed 125 persons in the delivery of police services during FY
81-82. Total expenditures in that year amounted to $3,605,603.
The division also provides police services to areas not served by
city police departments.
Tualatin, King City, and Durham receive
police services under contracts with the County.
Patrol activity is the most common service provided by this
Division. It also provides Traffic Enforcement, Investigation,
Narcotics Enforcement, K-9 Services, a Sniper-Hostage Situation
Team, Marine Patrol at Hagg Lake, and Search and Rescue. Several
-of these services -- Investigation, Narcotics, K-9 Teams, Search
and Rescue, and the Sniper-Hostage Situation team--are available
to city police departments on a back-up basis.
In addition, the
Sheriffs Department and City Police departments provide mutual
support along their common boundaries under the terms of mutual
aid agreements.
It is not possible to track the exchange of
services under these agreements within the framework of this
report.
Therefore, this mutual exchange of services is not
included in the expenditure-revenue differential calculations.

CONTRACT SERVICES
The County Sheriff prov ides pa tro 1 services to three cities-Tua lat in, King City, and Durham -- School District 48 and the
Oregon Marine Board (Hagg Lake marine patrols) under service
contracts.
Tualatin ($278,532) has contracted for the services
of 11 Officers: 1 Sergeant, 3 Senior Deputies, and 7 Deputies.
The Tualatin contract provides for a 25 percent discount on the
cost of providing the first 5 officers, and the remaining
officers at full cost.
King City ($53,900) has contracted for 16
hours a day of police patrol services on a year round basis.
This contract demands the time of 3 Deputies. Durham ($2,800)
contracts for 10 hours of extra patrols per month.
School
district 48 also contracts for extra patrols.
The rationale for
providing contract services to the cities at less than the full
cost of service is that the additional manpower the County hires
under these contracts is available to the Sheriffs Department in
the case of an emergency.
Also, the residents of the cities have
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already paid some of the cost of providing these services through
their County property taxes.

SERVICE DELIVERY ALLOCATION
The distribution of services provided by the Operations Division
to the Incorporated, Suburban, and Rural Areas was made by
considering the distribution of two factors associated with the
delivery of patrol service: the number of criminal incidents
handled by area, and the number of patrol hours by area.
According to the Sheriffs Department, each Deputy involved in
patrol work spends approximately half his working time patrolling
and the other half dealing with various incidents.
These two
factors were given equal weight in the determination of the
service delivery by this division.
In 1983, the County Sheriffs Office modified the manner in
which it collected data on criminal incidents handled by the
Operations Division. The county was divided into reporting areas
and information concerning incidents was coded geographically by
area codes.
With the help of the Sheriffs Department, these
codes were correlated with the Incorporated, Suburban, and Rural
Areas used in this analysis.
Since no other geographic source of
data is available in Washington County, it is assumed that the
distribution of incidents handled by the Sheriffs Department had
not substantively changed between FY 81-8 2 and Calendar Year
1983. There were 8645 incidents included in these data, of these
694 did not show a specific location.
The remaining
7951
incidents were distributed as follows: Incorporated Area, 7.9
percent;
Suburban Area,
79.0 percent;
and Rural
Area
13.1
percent.
These percentages were used to allocate part of the
expenditures for police services.
The service delivery distribution for patrol hours is different
than that for incidents handled.
At the request of the research
staff,
the Sheriffs Department recorded the distribution of
patrol cars assigned to the 6 patrol districts in the County.
This information covers the time period from April 10 to April
18,
1984.
With
the help of
the
Sheriffs
Department
this
information (totaling 283 patrol shifts) was correlated with the
Incorporated, Suburban, and Rural Areas. This resulted in the
following allocation of patrol hours in the County: Incorporated
Area 30.7 percent; Suburban Area 62.2 percent; and Rural Area 7.1
percent.
This is the only geographic allocation of patrol hours
in the county and was used to allocate expenditures for the
Operations Division. This assumes that there has not been a
significant shift in the pattern of patrol hour allocations since
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FY 81-82. when the allocations for the number of incidents
handled and the number of patrol hours were combined,
the
following service delivery allocation resulted: Incorporated Aiea
19. 3 percent; Suburban Area 7 0. 6 percent; and Rur a 1 Area 10. 1
percent.

REVENUE SOURCES
There are two sources of revenue supporting the Operations
Division of the Public Safety Department, service contracts and
general fund revenues.
General fund revenues are the largest
source amounting to $3,246,922 in FY 81-82. Contract services
generated the remaining $358,681 received in FY 81-82. These were
allocated as follows: Incorporated Area $335,232; Suburban Area
$834; and Rura~ Area $22,615.

SHERIFFS OPERATIONS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated Area generated $1,045, 268 more in revenue for
Sheriffs Operations than it received in service expenditures.
This diff e rential is neg a tive a nd can be translated t o the
equivalent of a property t a x rat e of $0. 32 per $1000 ass essed
value.
The Suburban Area has a large positive differential which
totals +$1,012,175, the equivalent of a property tax rate of
$0.30 per $1000 assessed value.
The Rural Area also has a
po s itive differential totaling +$33,093.
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TABLE 4
SHERIFFS OPERATIONS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
AREA
REVENUE 81-82

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

3,246,922
358,681

1,405,917
335,232

1,532,547
8 34

308,458
2 2' 615

TOTAL
REVENUES

3,605,603

1,741,149

1,533, 381

331,073

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

3,605,603

======================================================================
695,881

2,545,556

364,166

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

( 1, 0 4 5 ' 26 8)

1,012,175

33,093

-9.80
-0.32

9. 09
0. 30

1.19
0.06

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

COMMUNICATIONS-DISPATCH
Th e Cormnunications Division of the Finance and Administration
Department operates the Wa shington County Centr al Dispatch . In
1981, this dispatch center provid e d service to the Wash ington
County Sheriffs Department, Hillsboro Police Department, Sherwood
Police
Department,
Cornelius
Police
and
Fire
Departments,
Washington County Rural Fire District # 1, Washington County
Rural Fire District # 2, Tri-City Rural Fire District, Wolf Creek
Highway District, North Plains Public Works Department, USA,
Wash ington County Dog Control, and the Was hington County Road
Depa rtment .
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COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE DISTRIBUTION
Two services are delivered by this Division, dispa t ch and rad i o
maintenance.
Dispatch is the primary service.
When a dispatch
call is made, a card is filled out noting the location of the
dispa tch and the agency receiving the ca 11.
These cards are
summarized each month and these summaries were used as a pr i mary
source of i nforma ti on.
In FY 19 81-8 2, the employees of t hi s
division made 249,820 dispatch calls.
The County Sheriffs Department rec e ived 63.1 percent of al l the
dispa tch cal l s made that ye a r.
Thes e calls were a ll ocated t o the
three geographic areas on the basis of the Sheriffs service
deli very allocation (Incorporated Area 19. 3 percent, Suburban
Area 70.6 percent, Rural Area ~0.1 percent).
Central Dispatch made 35.5 percent of its tota l ca lls to city
poli c e departments, 0.9 p er cent to city f ire depa rtment s , 0 .3
p e r ce nt to fire de partme nts serving th e
Suburb a n Ar ea ,
0 .1
percent to fire departments serving the Rural Area and 0.1
percent of the calls were transferred to other dispatch centers.
No records were a v ailable showing the number of dispatch ca ll s
made to oth e r
departments and
jurisdictions receiving t h is
service.
As a result, the distribution of communication serv i ces
was made a cc ording to the distributi o n of di s patch ca lls ma d e to
e mer gency se rvic e ag enci es .
Thi s distribution i s as foll ows:
Incorporated Area, 48.6 percent; Suburban Area 44.9 percent; and
Rural Area 6.5 percent.
Rad io main t enance is a minor part of the total operation s of
the Communi ca tions Division. This pr og r a m i s fund e d o n a f ee for
s er vice b asis and is prov i ded large ly to var io u s departmen t s
wi t hin
th e
County gov e rnment.
In
FY
8 1-82,
this
p rogram
generated 2.6 percent of the total revenue for the Division with
a corresponding level of service provision.
For this reason, the
dist r ibution of th ese servi ce s was not used in t he distrib ut i o n
o f Communi ca tion s e rvices.

REV ENUE SOURCES
The Ge n e r a l Fund i s t he l ar ge s t s i n g l e sou rc e of reven ue for th is
se r v i c e .
The second l a r ges t so u rc e is con tra cts f or disp a t c h
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services totaling $144,015 in FY 81-82. These contracts are for
the provision of dispatch
services
to
all
the
non-County
jurisdictions which use the services of Central Dispatch. County
non-General Fund services that use dispatch services reimburse
Central Dispatch for the cost of these services.
In FY 81-8 2,
this Division received all of the 911 Excise Tax generated in the
unincorporated areas of the County. (A distribution of the 911
Excise Tax is now pending.)
Finally, this Division receives all
of the previously mentioned radio maintenance fees.

COMMUNICATIONS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The
Incorporated
Area
differential
is
positive
and
totals
+$43,682. This Area receives more service from the dispatch
center than it prov ides revenues.
The differentials for the
Suburban Area (-$25,188) and the Rural Area (-$18,494) are both
negative.
These Areas provide more revenue for this service than
the y receive in expenditures.
TABLE 5
CENTRAL DISPATCH EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
CONT ARCTS
911 TAX
OTHER SOURCES

5 30' 4 7 3
144 '015
57 ,8 17
19' 3 24

2 29 '6 9 5
8 3' 5 28
0

8' 387

250 ,383
56,412
47' 121
8 ,754

4,075
10,696
2 ' 18 4

36 2' 6 7 0

6 7' 35 0

5 0' 39 5

-------------------------------------------------.
- -------------------TOTAL
7 51, 6 29
321,609
REVENUES

== ======= == === ===== ==== ==== ==== === == ========== ==== ==== ==== ==== === =====
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

7 51, 6 29

36 5' 29 2

3 37 ' 4 8 1

48 , 856

== === == === === ==== ==== == ===== ====== == ===== === == ====== ==== ====== ===== ===
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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43,682

(25,188)

(18,494)

0 .4 1
0.01

-0 .2 3
-0 . 01

-0 . 67
-0 . 03

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

The Off ice of Community Development is responsible for the
management of Community Development Block Grant (CDGB) funds the
County receives from the federal government. These federal funds
are
used
to
support
projects
that:
provide
neighborhood
revitalization to areas of the county which have relatively large
numbers of low income households; support housing rehabilitation
and construction for low incom~ residents of the county; provide
public
infrastructure and community facilities;
and support
planning and economic development.

REVENUE SOURCE
Washington County received $1,967 ,990 in FY 1981-82 for this
program under an Urban County entitlement.
The County is
eligible for money under this program be ca use it has formed a
consortium with a 11 the cities in the county (except Banks and
King City) that meet the minimum population (200,000) requirement
for the Urban County Program. As long as the population of the
Consorti um remains above 200, 000, the County wi 11 au tom at ica 11 y
qualify for ongoing funding of this program.
The entitlement
funds received by the County are granted for periods of three
years.
The stability of this funding source allows the Office of
Community Development to concentrate on the process of project
selection and management.

EXPENDITURE ALLOCATION
The proces s used to d e termine which propos e d projects will be
funded
in any given year has a pronounced effect on the
geographic distribution of service delivery.
Each year cities,
the County, and non-profit community service corporations submit
proposed projects to the Office of Community Development for
r e view.
(Wa shington County was
not
aggr e ssively proposing
projects in FY 81-8 2 .)
These proj e cts a r e reviewe d by the
community d e v e lopme nt staf f using cr it e ri a s u c h as the number of
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low and moderate income people who will be benefited by a
particular proposal and the amount of local matching
funds
needed.
The
proposed
projects
are
categorized
under
the
following general headings: Neighborhood Revitalization, Housing,
Community Facilities, Economic Development, and Planning. When
staff review is finished, the proposed projects are sent to the
Policy Advisory Board for review and recommendation to the Board
of County Commissioners. The Policy Advisory Board consists of 1
member from each of the cities in the consortium and 1 member
from the County. This Board ranks the projects in each category
to determine which projects receive funding priority.
This
ranked
list of projects
is
sent
to
the County Board
of
Commissioners who normally approve the ranking of projects as
recommended.
Once this final approval is granted, the projects
in each category are funded on a priority basis until all of the
funds in the category are used up.
The research staff, with the help of the Office of Community
Development, allocated all of the projects in FY 81-82 to the
three geographical areas of the County. In addition, the general
administration expenditures made by this office were allocated
based on the distribution of population.
The results of this
project specific allocation are shown in the differential table
under the Total Expenditures. This allocation can vary from year
to year based on the lo.cation of projects rated as having the
highest priority.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The expenditure-revenue differential in the Incorporated Area is
positive and totals +$548,148. The Incorporated Area receives
more service from this department than it generates revenue to
support service delivery.
The Suburban Area (-$456,725) and the
Rural Area (-$91,423) have negative differentials.
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TABLE 6
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES
TOTAL
REVENUES

1,967,990

753,740

993,835

220,415

1,967,990

753,740

9 9 3' 8 35

220,415

==== ==== ==================== ==========================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

1,967,990

1,301,888

537,110

128,992

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

548,148

( 4 5 6 '7 25)

(91,423)

5. 14
0. 17

-4.10
-0. 14

-3. 29

PARKS AND RECREATION

The Parks and Recreation Program was part of the Property
Maintenance Division of the Finance and Administrat io n Departme nt
in FY 81-82. At that time , this Division provided parks ser vice s
at only one park,
Hagg Lake, and had no employees.
The
e xpenditures mad e for thi s service cove red the reimbursement to
the Bur ea u of Reclamati on fo r the co st of ope r ating the park
faci lity.
Curr e ntly, the Parks and Recreation Div ision has 3.67
(FTE) employees.
The r ev enues that supporting th e provision of s ervices at Hagg
Lake we r e deriv e d e ntire ly from the General Fund in FY 81-82 a nd
a r e allo ca ted acc ording to the Ge n e ral F und allo ca tion .
The
e xpe nd it ur e a l locat ion prese nts a differ e nt set of prob lems .
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Hagg Lake is a regional facility and attracts users from throughout the Portland metropolitan area, but the park facility is
located in the Rural Area of the County. The physical location of
this facility does not correspond with the location of its
users.
In fact, many park patrons come from outside Washing ton
County, according to a user survey done in 1983 (this survey does
not show a distribution of in-County park users).
Expenditures
for this service cannot be directly allocated.
As a result,
service delivery was allocated to the County on the basis of
population.

PARKS AND RECREATION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated Area differential is small (0.1 % of the total
expenditures)
and totals +$209. The Rural Area also has a
positive differential totaling +$3,765. These two Areas received
more in service expenditures than they provided in revenues.
The
Suburban Area has a negative differential totaling -$3,974.
TABLE 7
PARKS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

209' 169

90,570

9 8 '7 28

19,871

TOTAL
REVENUES

209' 169

90,570

9 8 '7 28

19,871

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

90,779

209' 169

94,754

2 3' 6 36

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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209

(3,974)

3,765

0.00
0.00

-0.04
-0.00

0. 14
0.01

BUILDING INSPECTION
Building inspection services were provided by the Building
Division of the Planning Department in FY 81-82. Under Oregon
statute, a local jurisdiction may provide different levels of
building inspection services.
These services generally include
plan checks, and building, plumbing, and mechanical inspections
under the provisions of various state codes (such as the Uniform
Building Code, Plumbing Code, etc.).
The Building Division was
responsible for all building inspection in FY 81-82. Plumbing and
mechanical inspections were conducted by the Environmental Health
Division of the Public Health Department.
The actual delivery of building inspection services is made
primarily by Building Inspectors. There were 5 Inspectors in FY
81-8 2 who did field work: 2 worked in the Rural, Gaston, Banks
and North Plains areas, and 3 worked in the Suburban Area. The
remaining
staff
(8
FTE)
provided
support
work
to
these
Inspectors, or more specialized inspection and plan checking
services.
Discussions with the County staff revealed that the
inspectors working the Suburban Area handled approximately 70
percent of all inspections made by the County. The remaining 30
percent were made in the Rural and Incorporated areas.
The only
inspections made by the County in the Incorporated Area were
located in North Plains, Gaston, and Banks. As a result, Building
Inspection services were allocated as follows: Incorporated Area
3 percent, Suburban Area 70 percent, and Rural Area 27 percent.

REVENUE SOURCES
The revenue supporting this service comes primarily from user
fees.
Building Permit fees accounted for 52.2 p erce nt ($206,523)
of th e total rev e nue for this servic e .
Plan Check Fees produced
an additional 28.6 percent ($113,191) of the total revenue , and
the remaining 19. 2 percent was derived from the General Fund.
Building Inspection services are provided on a fee for service
basis.
Accordingly, fee revenue was allocated on the same basis
as service delivery.
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BUILDING INSPECTION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

The
Incorporated
Area
differential
is
negative
and
totals
-$30,636 ( 7. 7 % of the total expenditure).
The Incorporated
Area produced more revenue for this service that it received in
service expenditures.
Both the Suburban Area ( + 17, 3 33) and the
Rural Area (+$13,304) have positive differentials.
TABLE 8
BUILDING INSPECTION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

7 6' 0 20
319 '714

32,917
9 '591

35,881
223,800

7' 222
86,323

TOTAL
REVENUES

39 5' 7 34

42,508

259,681

9 3, 545

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

11,872

39 5' 7 34

277,014

106,848

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

( 30 '6 36)

17,333

13,304

-0. 29
-0.01

0. 16
0.01

0.48
0.02

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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PLANNING

Planning services in Washington County are provided by the Land
Development and Comprehensive Planning Divisions of the Planning
Department.
The Comprehensive Planning Division is responsible for long
range planning in the areas of land use, economic development,
capital
improvements,
and
other
similar
areas
under
the
provisions of ORS Chapter 197 (Statewide Planning and the LCDC) .
This Division is responsible for the preparation of a draft
Comprehensive Plan for the Suburban and Rural Areas of the
County. In FY 81-82, staff efforts were divided between the Rural
Natural Resource Plan Element (Rural Area), and the Urban Natural
Resource Plan Element (Suburban Area) which was coo rd i na ted with
the cities under terms of the existing intergovernmental planning
agreements.
In
addition,
ongoing
countywide
transportation
planning was coordinated with the cities.
In FY 81-82 the Division had
17.7
(FTE)
employees.
The
research team and members of the Division conducted a review of
staff committed to work on the two Plan Elements.
It was
determined that 4 planners and 1. 66 ( FTE) support personnel were
directly involved in the preparation of the Rural plan element.
Six planners and 2. 3 2 ( FTE) support staff worked on the Urban
element.
In
addition,
the Division purchased
professional
services in association with these work programs that were
allocated 90 percent to the Urban Element and 10 percent to the
Rural Element.
The se direct expenditures were summed by area and
their
relative distribution (Rur a l Area 40. 2% , and Suburban Area 59.8%)
was used to allocate the remaining indirect expenditures.
The
distribution of total expenditures is Suburban Area $419,978 and
Rural Area $248,542.
The
Land
Dev elopment
Division
is
responsible
for
the
administration of all County ordinance s associated with the use
and division of land.
This includes th e Land Development Cod e
and the Subdivision and Minor Partition Ordinance. The Division
reviews all requests for land development and / or land division in
the unincorporated areas of the county.
Under provisions of the
Ordinances administer e d by thi s Division some actions may be
approved a dministratively a nd others may r eq uir e hearings befo re
a Hea ring s Officer, the Planning Commission, and / or the Board of
Commissioners. I n FY 81- 82 , the Divi s ion processed 436 land us e
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actions, 136 were in the Rural Area and 300 were in the Suburban
Area (ie. inside the UGB). Of these action, 191 required hearings
in front of the Hearings Officer. The rest were processed using
other procedures.
The research staff and members of the Division
staff reviewed the personnel allocations for FY 81-8 2. Out of
16.66 (FTE) employees, 2 planners, 0.5 of Code Enforcement, and 2
support personnel work on the processing of applications and
complaints from the Rural Area. Seven planners, 0.5 of Code
Enforcement Officer, and 3 support staff work on actions in the
Suburban Area. The Hearings Officer's time was divided according
to the di str i but ion of actions he considered ( suburban Area,
63.4% and Rural Area, 36.6%). The remaining indirect staff and
material expenditures were allocated according to distribution of
the
direct
service
provided.
The
distribution
of
total
expenditures made by this Division is Suburban Area $315,048 and
Rural Area $104,428.

REVENUE SOURCES
The chief source of revenue for this service is the General Fund.
It provided $918,080 or 84.4 percent of the total revenue.
The
majority of fees and charges collected by these two Divisions are
derived from fees charged by the Land Development Division for
the act ions its processes.
These fees were allocated based on
the di str i but ion of applications.
The final source of revenue
for this department is a reimbursement for planning expenditures
received from the LCDC.

PLANNING EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
No direct planning services are provided by the County to the
Incorporated
Area.
Accordingly,
the
Incorporated
Area
differential is negative and totals -$404,301 or 37.2 percent of
the total expenditures made for this service in FY 81-8 2. The
Suburban Area (+$196,856) and the Rural Area (+$207,446) both
have positive differentials.
These two Areas received more in
service expenditures than they generated in revenue.
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TABLE 9
PLANNING EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES
TOTAL
REVENUES

918,080
152, 233
17 ,683

39 7' 5 29
0
6,773

433,334
95,907
8 '9 30

8 7' 218
56' 326
1,980

1,087,996

404,301

5 38' 17 0

145,524

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

1,087,996

0

7 35' 0 26

352,970

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

(404,301)

196,856

207,446

-3. 79
-0.12

1. 77
0.06

7 •4I
0. 35

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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Chapter 4
ROADS AND ROAD MAINTENANCE

Roads and
road maintenance
in Washington
County
were
the
responsibility of the Public Works Department in FY 1981-82.
Expenditures made by this department for the purposes of this
analysis are divided into three parts; Roads, Road Serial Levy,
and System Development Funds. All Local Improvement District
expenditures and other
local assessment projects have been
excluded from this analysis because they are provided on the
basis of cost reimbursement for the service rendered to a
particular property and have no impact on the larger issues
covered in this report.
Other services (County Surveyor and
County Museum) provided by the Public Works Department wi 11 be
discussed in s eparate sections of this report.
The services
provided by the Department are funded primarily by special funds
(with the exception of the Surveyor and Museum, they do not
receive revenue directly from the General Fund). The Public works
Department is charged for services it receives from General F und
support e d departments, and in turn charges these departments for
the services it provides to them.

ROAD FUND SERVICE DELIVERY

In FY 81-8 2, the Road F und, und e r the dir e c tion of the Public
Works Director, was responsible for the planning, engineering,
and maintenance of all County roads.
In addition, the Shop
Division
provid e d
all
Washington
County
fleet
ve h icle
maint e nance.
These servi ce s wer e provided by fiv e divisions:
Administration,
Operati o ns,
Tr a n spo rtation,
Engine e ring,
a nd
Shop . (The Public Work s Depa rtme nt was r eorganized in 1983/ 84 .)
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ADMINISTRATION DIVISION
The Administration Division is responsible for the oversight of
all Department activities and provides many of the central
support functions required by the Department. The remainder of
these support services are provided by General Fund supported
Departments and are included in Division expenditures.
Division
expenditures also include a special group which covers contract
construction work for cities and repair of slide damage to roads
around Hagg Lake. This last item is a pass-through of funds from
the
Bureau
of
Reclamation.
In
FY
81-82,
these
special
expenditures accounted for $711,353 of the $1,233,249 expended by
the Division. In this year the Division had 10 employees.

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION
The Transportation Division is responsible for all of the
planning, traffic analysis, traffic engineering and site distance
analysis, including the development of a County Transportation
Plan coordinated with the cities.
A small portion of the Hagg
Lake engineering work in FY 81-82 was done by this division.
In
FY 81-82 the Division h ad 10 employees, and in FY 82-83 absorbed
part of the Engineering Division.

ENGINEERING DIVISION
The Engineering Division is responsible for the actual design of
roads and road improvements built and maintained by Washington
County. This design work includes roads for LID' s, roads and
bridg es built with Syst e m Development Charge fund money, and the
admini st ration o f engineer ing contracts fo r slide repair work at
Hagg Lake.
In addition,
this Division
is
involved
in the
engineering review of land development projects in the Suburban
and Rural Areas of the County. In FY 81-82, staf f included 17
employee s
and
included
a
survey
team
of
seven
for
road
right-of-way surveying.
These seven employees were transf er red
to the County Sur veyor in FY 82-8 3 .
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OPERATIONS DIVISION
The Operations Division performs physical road construction,
reconstruction, and maintenance, consisting primarily of chip
sealing, patching, and grading work on existing county roads.
It
also performs drainage work and vegetation control along county
rights-of-way and produces,
installs,
and maintains
traffic
control signs.
Most street overlay and construction projects on
County roads are undertaken by private contractors funded through
the Serial Levy or System Development Charge Funds (discussed
later), or LID's (not included in this analysis).
The use of
private contractors allows the County to concentrate its effort
on road maintenance and reduces the need for specialized road
building equipment.
In FY 81-82 this Division had 62 employees.

SHOP DIVISION
The Shop Division is responsible for the maintenance of all
vehicles
owned
and
operated
by
the
County.
Some
vehicle
maintenance funds come from charges paid by each department using
County vehicles to the Motor Vehicle Working Capital Fund, which
in turn reimburses the Road Fund. In FY 81-82 the Motor Vehicle
Working Capital Fund received $577,239 of its total expenditures
( $6 7 5, 4 3 2) from County vehicle expenses and reimbursed the Road
Fund a total of $420,146. An additional $220,998 was spent for
the purchase of new vehicles and equipment.
The remainder of
fund
expenditures were made for
insurance and professional
services.
Expenditures made by the Motor Vehicle working Capital
Fund were included in Road Fund expenditures after all double
counting was removed.

EXPENDITURE ALLOCATION
The geographic allocation of Road Fund expenditures was based on
the proportion of the County Road system that existed in each
area in FY 81-82. The County road system contained 1215 miles of
road in that year.
Using road maps supplied by the County, the
research staff measured the total mileage within the Incorporated
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( 54. 38 miles) and Suburban Area ( 357 .10 miles) and subtracted
them from the total mileage to determine the Rural Area (803.53)
total.
One
measure
used
to
describe
the
allocation
of
expenditures for roads is the cost per lane-mi le of road.
In
Washington County, it is unnecessary to convert road miles to
lane-miles because nearly all road mileage consists of two-lane
roads.
These
mileages
produced
the
following
expenditure
allocation: Incorporated Area 4.5 percent, Suburban Area 29.4
percent, and Rural Area 66.1 percent.
This allocation method was used because the Operations Division
($2, 267, 247), the largest division delivering this service, is
responsible
for
maintenance
of
the
entire
system.
The
Administration,
Transportation,
and
Engineering
Divisions
($2, 251,685) provide much of their services indirectly through
work in support of the Operations Division. The Shop Division
also provides a portion of its services to the Operations
Division. As a result,
the location of roads is the best
surrogate for location of deliyery of roads and road maintenance
available.
The Bureau of Reclamation provided the County with $1,019,622
in reimbursements for the cost of repairing slide damage to roads
around Hagg Lake in the Rural Area. This service was delivered
entirely to the Rural Area and entirely allocated to it.

ROAD FUND REVENUES

The Road Fund receives revenues from a variety of sources which
are discussed in the following sections.
Each section also
contains a llocation percentages used to link these revenues with
the ir geographic sources.

STATE MOTOR VEHICLE FUND AP PO RTIONMENT
The St ate Mot or Vehi cle F und Appo r tionme nt is mor e c ommon ly known
as the State Gas Tax. In FY 81-82, it totaled $2, 7 30,654. This
revenue is raised by the State through a tax on gasoline and the
weight/mile tax levied on trucks.
The State sets a side 20. 7 of
percent the total collect ions from these ta xe s fo r dis tr i but ion
to the Counties on t he b as is of the to tal vehicl e regist rat io n
with in ea ch (includi ng vehicl e regi st rati o n in the cit i es ).
Ve hicle registrat i on s are maint a ined under co u nty h eading s b ut no
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further geographic distinctions are made.
Thus,
it is not
possible to allocate Gas Tax revenues geographically.
Allocation
was based on population distribution under the assumption that
this distribution is is approximately equal to the distribution
of
vehicles.
The
resulting
allocation
is
as
follows:
Incorporated Area 43.4 percent, Suburban Area 45.3 percent, and
Rural Area 11.3 percent.

COUNTY GAS TAX
Washington County levies a one cent per gallon tax on gasoline
sales within the county, which it shares with the cities based on
population.
The County retains the portion of the tax allocated
to the unincorporated area.
In FY 81-82 this revenue source
produced
$586,686
for
the
Road
Fund.
These
revenues
were
allocated to the Suburban and Rural Areas on the basis of
population.

FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENTS, FHWA AND BOR
Reimbursement expenditures made by the County on behalf of the
Federal
Highway
Administration
(FHWA)
and
the
Bureau
of
Reclamation
(BOR)
totaled $1,051,185
in FY 81-82.
The BOR
reimbursements were for work done under contract to repair slides
around Hagg Lake, and included administration of the contracts,
payment for engineering services, and actual construction.
This
BOR revenue was,in effect, a pass-through totaling $1,019,622.
The FHWA reimbursed the County for allowable expenses incurred
under contract with FHWA in administering various federally
funded
highway construction
projects.
These
revenues
were
allocated on the basis of personal income and resulted in the
following distribution: Incorporated Area 38.3 percent, Suburban
Area 50.5 percent and Rural Area 11.2 percent •

FEES: WEIGHMASTER, OTHER AGENCIES, MISCELLANEOUS,
NON-CLASSIFIED, SALE OF MATERIALS AND PUBLICATION, AND
PERSONNEL PROPERTY
This

group

of

fees

and

charges

-

41 -

includes

a

diverse

mix

of

non-geographically derived revenues totaling $92,100 in FY 81-82.
These revenues were allocated on the basis of population because
their geographic origins cannot be dertermined.

OTHER REVENUE SOURCES
This disparate group of revenues has many sources.
Weighmaster
Fines, State Gas Tax Refund, Subdivision Reimbursements, Land
Paritition Fees,
Inspection Fees,
Subdivision Administration
Fees, Growth Management, The Sale of Real Property, and oust
Abatement
Cooperative
Project
are
raised
outside
of
the
Incorporated Area and are allocated to either the Suburban or
Rural
Areas
according
to
their
origin.
The
Interst
on
Investments and Motor Vehicle working Capital Fund are allocated
on the basis of population.
The 1980 Serial Levy Reimbursement
is allocated on the basis of assessed value. -The Permit Fees are
allocated on the basis of the distribution of the County Roads.

ROAD FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The
Incorporated
Area differential
is
negative
and
totals
-$2,002,944. This differential is equal to 33.1 percent of the
total expenditures made for this service.
The Incorporated Area
receives less in expenditures for the provision of this service
than it generates in revenues. The Suburban Area differential is
also negative and totals -$1,647,252. The Rural Area Differential
is positive and totals +$3,650,196. This positive differential is
in part associated with the expenditures for the repair of slide
damage at Hagg Lake. (If those expenditures and revenues are
removed from the calculation of the differential the following
differential result: Incorporated Area -$1,612,429, Suburban Area
-1,132,342, and Rural Area, +$2,744,772) The following table
includes the expenditures
for
the
Hagg
Lake slide
re p air
projects.
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TABLE 11
ROAD FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GAS TAX CNTY
GAS TAX ST
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

586,686
2,730,654
348,877
1,051,185
1,325,248

1,185,104
53,489
402,604
587,784

478,149
1,236,986
270,756
530,848
607,282

108 f 5 37
308,564
24 f 6 3 2
117,733
130,182

TOTAL
REVENUES

6,042,650

2 f 2 28 f 9 81

3 f 124 f 0 22

689,648

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

6,042,650

0

================================================ ======= ===============
2 26 f 0 36

1,476,770

4 f 3 39 f 8 4 4

================================================ ======================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

(2,002,944)

(1,647,252)

3,650,196

-18.78
-0.62

-14.79
-0.50

131.41
6. 19

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

1981 ROAD SERIAL LEVY

On march 31, 1981, the voters of Washington County approved a two
year serial levy for road repair and maintenance.
The revenue to
fund this work was raise d by a property tax on all property in
the County. This levy should be considered as a unique, one time
event because this program type is not used on an ongoing basis
to fund ro a d r epair in the County. The l ev y wa s p a ssed with the
su ppo rt of the cities (the y received $2,758,000 in revenue
pass-through in FY 81-8 2 from this levy).
The County's portion
of this r ev enue is allocat e d based on assessed value.
This
produces t he fo ll o wing di s tribution:
Incorporated Area
45.4
percent,
Suburban Area
46.4
percent,
and
Rural
Area,
8.2
percent.
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The revenues and expenditures made under this serial levy were
averaged over the three-year period of major expenditures (FY
81-82, FY 82-83, and FY 83-84) in order to account for the
problems associated with the timing of expenditures for serial
levy projects in a given year.
For example, in FY 81-82 the
County collected $9,020,821 in taxes but was able to expend only
$5,982,247.
In
FY
82-83,
revenue
and
expenditures
were
approximately equal.
In FY 83-84, there was very little revenue
and the $5,036,838 in expenditures made that year used cash
carryover from previous years.
(Transfer payments to the cities
were excluded from this process.)

EXPENDITURE ALLOCATION
The Serial Levy revenues allowed the County to repair and
resurface 400.81 miles of road during FY 81-82, FY82-83, - and
FY83-84 (according to the project index supplied to the research
team).
Of this work 170.42 miles (42.5%) was performed using
County road crews that included a number of temporary employees
hired with Serial Levy monies.
Some Serial Levy funds were also
used to purchase the necessary equipment to accomplish this
work.
The Road Department incur red some expense in association
with
these
road maintenance
projects
(personnel
costs and
opera ti ona 1 cost of rock crushers which provided material for
some construction work) • The research team was unable to isolate
these expenditures and as a result they remain included in the
Road Department expenditures previously discussed.
The work done
by the County was concentrated in the Rural Area (139.81 miles).
The largest single area of expenditure under this levy was
contract road repair and maintenance done by private construction
firms.
This consisted of the application of asphalt overlays,
chip seals, fog seals, and slurry seals to existing County
roads.
The research staff used the project list for FY 81-82, FY
82-83, and FY 83-84 to geographically allocate the expenditures.
The entire list of projects was used to make this allocation.
The use of the overall distribution of projects is preferable to
a single year allocation because the distribution of construction
projects will vary annually depending on factors such as County
d e sign capacity and r e venue flows to support construction.
The
total expenditure for contract construction accomplished under
this levy was $10,810,393. Total direct expenditure by the County
was $8,968,324 (direct construction expenditures and indirect
expe nditures
such
as
engineering).
The
distribution
of
construction and r e pair projects is shown in the following
t a b le .
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TABLE 12
DISTRIBUTION OF SERIAL LEVY PROJECTS BY AREA IN FY 81-82 &
FY 82-83 & FY 83-84
in miles of road

TYPE OF PROJECT

INCORPORATED
AREA

SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

Asphalt Overlay
Slurry Seal
Chip Seal-Contract
Chip Seal-County
Fog Seal

25.79
0.07
5.52
8.85
0.00

80. 23
19. 7 2
34 91
21.76
3.41

53.52
1. 20
4.85
139. 81
0. 36

TOTAL MILES

40.23

16 0. 0 3

20 0. 5 5

0

Cost figures supplied by the Public Works Department for each
of the types of repairs were used to turn the miles of work done
into
expenditures.
The
results
of
the
distribution
ar e
Incorporated Area 14.7 percent, Subruban Area 48.4 percent, and
Rural Area 36.9 percent.
The Public Works Department expended $1,573,416 for repair and
maintenance
work
done
directly
by
this
Department.
These
expenditures included the cost of hiring temporary personnel and
purchasing equipment and materi a ls.
These expenditures were
geographically allocat ed using the same distribution as the
contract construction work.

SERIA L LEVY EXPENDITURE-REVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL--THREE-YEAR AVERAGE
The In c orporated Area expenditure-revenue differential average is
negative and totals -$2,028,927. This Ar ea received less in
servi c e expendi tures for this se rvice than it generated
in
r even ue form the seri a l levy.
The Suburban Area ( +$13 2, 17 8) a nd
the Rural Ar ea (+$1,896,749) ave r age differentials are positive.
These differentials are for county expenditures only, and do not
include the FY 83-84 pass-through of revenue to the cities.
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TABLE 13
ROAD SERIAL LEVY EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL, 3 YEAR AVERAGE

REVENUE
SOURCES

AVERAGE
INCORPORATED
REVENUE ( 3 YR)
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================

SERIAL LEVY
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

6 t 5 24 f 7 3 3

2' 9 6 2' 229

3,027,476

5 35' 0 28

TOTAL AVG
REVENUES

6 '5 24 '7 3 3

2' 9 6 2' 229

3' 0 27 '4 76

5 35' 0 28

======================================================================
TOTAL AVG
EXPENDITURES

959,136

6 t 5 24 f 7 3 3

3,157,971

2' 4 07, 6 26

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

(2,003,093)

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

-18.78
-0. 6 2

130,495

1,872,598

1.17
0.04

67. 4 ...
3.18

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE FUND

washing ton County Ordinance # 248 established a set of charges
for all new land uses in the County's unincorporated areas.
This
money wi 11
be
used
to
make
improvements
to
the
overall
transportation system and to help pay for the installation of new
traffic control devices.
The Systems Development Charge (SOC)
for any given land use is related to the number of new parking
spaces that the use wi 11 produce.
For example, a new sing le
family home is charged an SOC of $200. Other uses are assessed at
$100 per parking space (this is multiplied by a use specific
multiplier listed in the ordinance).
In FY 81-82 this charge
produced $360,274 in new revenues.
At the beginning of FY 81-82
the System Development Charge Fund had a balance of $1,128,644.
This
fund earned
$91,780
in
interest.
These revenues are
generated directly or indirectly (interest and cash on hand) in
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the same manner.
The vast majority of the revenue (95%) is
derived from the Suburban Area and the remainder (5%) from the
Rural
Area.
These
revenues
were
allocated
using
this
distribution.

EXPENDITURE ALLOCATION
Expenditures from this fund are pr ima r i 1 y associated with the
provision of the local government match needed for
federal
construction projects.
These federal monies are spent for bridge
replacement and tepair, and the repair and reconstruction of the
f eder a 1 highway sys tern.
Total expenditures for projects using
these funds are larger than the Local Government match because
the Federal government normally supplies 80 percent to 90 percent
of the total project cost.
In FY 81-82 County expenditures were
$857 ,97 3 (Suburban Area $669 ,997, and Rural Area $187 ,996).
However, not all of this money was actually expended in FY 81-82.
Some funds were expended in FY 82-83 when projects were actually
completed. The actual FY 81-82 expenditures totaled $673,269 and
are allocated using the same distribution as the total funds
committed to projects in that year (Suburban Area, 78 .1 percent
and Rural Area, 21.9 percent).
No e x penditures were made in the
Incorporated Area from this fund.

SOC FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
No
expenditures
were
made
or
r e venues
generated
in
the
Incorporated ar e a for this services.
Accordingly, ther e is no
Incorporated Area Differential. The Suburban Area differential is
negative and totals -$113,782. This area generated more revenue
tha n it r eceiv e d
in se rvice expenditures.
The Rural
Area
differential is positive and totals +$113,782.
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TABLE 14
SOC FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
SOC CHARGES
CASH
INTEREST
OTHER SOURCES

36 0, 27 4
221,215
91,780

34 2, 260
210,154
8 7, 191

18, 014
11, 061
4,589

TOTAL
REVENUES

67 3, 26 9

639,606

33,663

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

6 7 3, 26 9

5 25, 8 2 3

147,446

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

(113,782)

113,782
4.10
0.19

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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Chapter 5
UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY

The Unified Sewerage Agency (USA) is a special purpose government
formed to provide sewage treatment in Washington County. Its
boundary is approximately the same as the Metropo l itian Port l and
Urban
Growth
Boundary,
and
approximately
equal
to
the
Incorporated and S uburban Areas used in thi s analysis.
The
residents of Hillsboro are not included in the jurisdictional
boundaries of USA, but receive sewage treatment services under
contract.
The residents of Wilsonville are not in USA boudaries
and do not receive its service.
A small portion of USA extends
into northwestern Cl ackamas County, and portions of Portland ar e
served on a c ontractua l basis.
The remainder of this chapter will look at the services
provided by USA divided into four parts.
The General Fund
section covers all operations expenditures necessary to pro v ide
this service.
Master Plan Construc tion, General Ob ligation Bond
Redemption, a nd Mas ter Plan Bond Red e mption Funds a re each
con s idered se parate ly.

DIFFERENTIAL SUMJ."'IARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In FY 81-82 USA expended a total of $15,034,492 in the provision
of services, excluding LIDs. The expenditure-revenue differential
for the Incorporated Area during th a t y ear for all USA 1 s s e r v ices
was positive and tot a led $ 56 ,619. This di f feren t ial amounts to
only 0.38 p erc ent o f the total expe nditu re s mad e by USA f or a l l
( +$ 0 .72 p e r capi t a in the In c o rp orat e d Area a nd -$0. 5 2
s e r v ices.
p e r c a pita i n t h e S ubur b a n Area ) Th e di ff e r en t i al f or Op e ra t io n s
(Gener al Fund) , the largest total expenditure category, is only
0.06 pe rcent of the $9,168,198 spent for the provision of this
porti o n of USA's s e rvice.
Diffe r e ntials for USA servi ce s a r e
primar ily ass ociated with ca pital co nstru c tion a nd debt se r v i c e.

-
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TABLE 15
SUMMARY OF OSA'S EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

EXPENDITURE- REVENUE
SERVICE
PROVIDED

DIFFERENTIAL

INCORPORATED
AREA

SUBURBAN
AREA

======================================================

GENERAL FOND
MASTER PLAN
CONSTRUCTION
MASTER PLAN
BONDS
GENERAL OBLIGATION
BONDS

5,378.00
17 ,841.00

(5,378.00)
(17,841. 0 0)

28 ' 19 6 . 0 0

( 28 ' 19 6 • 0 0)

5,204.00

(5,204.00)

====== ================== =========== === ===== ==== ====== =
TOTAL
DIFFERE NTIAL

56,619. 0 0

(56,619.00)

0. 7 2
0.02

-0.52
- 0.02

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESED VALUE

GENERAL FUND OPERATIONS
The
US A Ge ner a l
Fund
expe nditur es
includ e
t hose made
for
ope rati on of th e co unty-w ide s ewage tre atme nt s ystem , sewag e
c ollection in the Suburban Area, and the Administrative Services
Divisi o n.

ADMINIS TRATION
The adm i nistrati o n of USA i s the r esponsibl ity of th e Board of
Di r e ct o r s (the Co u nty Bo ard o f Commiss ioner s ) a nd t h e Genera 1
Manage r. The Of f i ce of the Genera l Manage r is r espo nsib l e for the
oversig h t of t h e three div i sio n s of USA ; Ad mi nistrative Se rvices ,

-
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Sewage Treatment, and Collection. Expenditures made by the Office
of the Genera 1 Manager include payments tot a 1 i ng $ 3 37, 7 25 to
several cities in repayment for assets taken over by USA when the
district was formed.
In FY 81-82, expenditures totaled $481,399.
The Administrative Services Division is responsible for the
provision
of
accounting
services,
centralized
purchasing
services, clerical services, and risk management for all USA
divisions.
This division had 22.5 employees, in FY 81-82 and
expended $792,856. This expenditure includes much of the $118,880
paid by USA to Washington County for services provided by the
County to it, which included additional accounting services,
additional
clerical
services,
personnel
services,
building
services, communication services, legal services, and various
others.

TREATMENT FACILITIES
The Treatment Facilities Division is responsible for operation of
four sewage treatment plants and associated facilities.
The
Treatment Division is divided into two functional parts, West
Basin and East Basin. Eastern Washington County is served by the
Durham Sewage Treatment Facility. The West Basin provides service
to western Washington County from three sewage treatment plants:
Rock Creek, Hillsboro and Forest Grove. The Treatment Division is
staff e d by 146 employees, and exp e nded $6,518,439 in FY 81-82.

COLLECTION SYSTEM DIVISION
The Collection System Division is responsible for the repair and
maintenance of sewer lines owned by USA. These lines include all
those with a diameter of greater than 22 inches and a 11 sewer
lines in the unincorporated portion (Suburban Area) of USA. In
addition, USA is r e sponsible for the sewe r sys t e rns within the
citi e s of Durham and King City, the division is respon s ible for
the p e riodi c inspec tion o f thes e lines, the r e s ea ling o f s e we r
lines with groundwater infiltration problems, other sewer line
maintenance and construction work, and the maintenance of the
vehicles owned by USA. This division had 42 employees in FY
81-82, and e xpended $1,375,503.
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GENERAL FUND REVENUES

The three largest sources of revenue for the General Fund are
monthly sewer fees charged to users of the system, and interest
earned on investments and transfers for Fund 307, the Capital
Reserve Fund.

USER FEES
User fees are assessed monthly for each structure connected to
the sewer system.
USA collects 100 percent of user fees in the
Suburban Area. These fees are assessed yearly and are sent to
individual property owners with their property tax b ills.
In a l l
citi e s, except Durham and King City, the City collects sewer
s er vice fee s a nd passe s 70 p e rcent of f ees to USA to cover the
cost of providing sewage treatment.
USA also collects some
special
fees
from
certain
commercial
and
industrial
establishments.
User fees totaled $7,388,667 in FY 81-82, and
were allocated to the geographic areas based on their actual
distri b ution.

INTEREST EARNED ON INVESTMENTS
Int e rest e ar ned on i nvestments was a ma jor r e v e nue sour ce i n FY
81-8 2, contributing $399,339 to the Ge neral Fund. Much o f t hi s
interest
is earned
on
the
investment
of
a
General
Fund
accumulated capital equipment replacement reserve, which totaled
$2,7 5 6,176 a t the beginning of FY 81-82 a nd $2,87 2 ,742 at the end
o f the fis cal year.
This rese rve is h e ld to a ll ow USA to make
maj or capit a l expenditures to ma ke r e p a i r s or r eplacement s on the
e xi s ting s e wag e tr ea tme nt sy stem.
The v a lue o f e xisting ca pita l
equipment is deprecia t ed each year.
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TRANSFER FROM FUND 307
Fund 307, Capital Reserve Fund , was established to insure a
steady flow of funds to replace capital equipment throughout the
USA sewage treatment system.
The single largest source of
revenue for this fund is derived from Connection Fees charged
when a new structure is connected to the USA or City sewer
systems, a charge initially designed to help meet the capital
requirements of a growing sewer system.
The Connection Fee is
$775 per dwelling unit equivalent.
In FY 81-82, 64 percent of
all sewer connection permits issued by USA were located inside
cities (the cities pass 80 percent of the fees they collect to
USA). The Connection Fee generated $1,520,759 in revenue, nearly
equaling the total amount ($1,671,569) transferred from Fund 307
to other funds.
Revenue transferred from Fund 307 is allocated
to the Incorporated and Suburban Areas based on the distribution
of Connection Fees. These transfers include: $815,000 to the
General
Fund
( 300),
$157, 174
to
General
Obligation
Bond
Redemption Fund (301), and $685,692 to Master Plan Construction
Fund ( 304).

OTHER GENERAL FUND REVENUES
There are
several
small
rev e nue
sources
which contributed
$ 240, 9 35 to the Gener al Fund in FY 81-8 2. These revenues were
raised predominately in the Suburban Area and have been allocated
to it.
The revenue sources include Inspection Fees, Plan Check
Fees, Side Sewer Inspection, Effluent Sales, and Customer Service
Fees.

USA GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The
expenditure-revenue
different i a 1
for
USA
Gener a 1
Fund
operations is very small (0.06 percent)
in relation to the
magnitude
of
total
expenditures
for
this
service.
The
Incorporated Area differential is positive
(+$5, 378), as
it
receives more expenditures for services than it generates in
revenue.
The Suburban Area differential is negative a nd total
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-$5,378. These differentials are shown in the following table.
TABLE 16
USA GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

========================================================

INTEREST
FEES & CHARGES
TRANSFER 307
RESERVES

401,412
7 '6 27' 5 29
815,000
324,257

19 8' 29 8
3, 149' 138
336,595
160,183

203,114
4,478,391
478,405
164,074

TOTAL
REVENUES

9,168,198

3,844,213

5,323,985

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

9,168,198

========================================================
3,849,591

5,318,607

========================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

5' 378

( 5' 37 8)

0.07
0.00

-0.05
-0.00

SEWER MASTER PLAN CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
When USA was formed, a Master Plan for construction of major
sewerage system facilities was developed.
In 1970, the voters
authorized the sale of up to $36,000,000 in general obligation
bonds to construct this system. Work on the con s truction of this
system occurs each yearly.

MASTE R PLAN CONSTRUCTION REVENUE SOURCES
The

lar ges t

source

of

reve nu e

for
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the

co nst r uction

of

these

facilities is revenue from the sale of general obligation bonds.
These bonds w i 11 be re pa id by property taxes, and, accordingly,
this revenue is allocated using the assessed value distribution.
In FY 81-82, revenue from these bonds contributed $1,580,403 and
an additional $1,231,168 in federal grants was received for these
construction projects.
This revenue is allocated according to
the distribution of income in the County. The other source of
revenue supporting this construction was the payment by private
developers of fees for the expansion of a sewer main to support
the development of their property.
This money was derived
entirely from development in the Suburban Area and is allocated
accordingly.
It should be noted that the revenue in this fund
fluctuates from year to year because bonds for this construction
are sold in large blocks.
In FY 81-82, $9,900,300 in bonds were
sold.
All of this money was not expended and USA was able to
earn $314,197 in interest on the unexpended funds.
As a result
of this large bond sale, the FY 81-82 ending fund balance was
$8, 9 6 4, 8 01, and the money was used in subsequent years to fund
Master Plan Construction. The Master Plan Construction also
received a transfer of $685,693 from the Capital Reserve Fund
(307) to help cover system replacement expenditures.

EXPENDITURE ALLOCATION
The distribution of construction made under this program varies
from year to year according to the location of projects to be
accomplished.
This variation can cause some shifting of the
expenditure-revenue differential.
Over half of the construction
done in FY 81-82, $1,781,905, was made for the purpose of
expanding
centralized
sewage
treatment
facilities,
and
expenditures were allocated to the Suburban and Incorporated
Ar ea s on the basis of population served by these facilities.
The
remaining construction of ma in trunk line is allocated acc ord i ng
to the area which it will serve.

MASTER PLAN CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DI FFE RENTIAL
The Incorporated Area expenditure-revenue differential for this
portion of USA services is positive and totals +$17 ,841. The
Incorporated a rea received more in expe nditures than it generated
in revenue.
Th e Suburban Ar ea di ffe r e ntial is negative a nd
t ota ls - $17 , 84 1. The s e di ffe ren tials a re s hown in t h e foll ow i ng
t a ble.
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TABLE 17
MASTER PLAN CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

=====================================================================:
PROPERTY TAX
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

1,580,403

685,895

894,508

1,231,168
389,038

530,633
0

700,535
389' 038

TOTAL
REVENUES

3,200,609

1, 216,528

1,984,081

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

3,200,609

1, 234' 36 9

1, 9 6 6' 24 0

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

17 ,841

(17,841)

0

0.23
0.01

-0.16
-0.01

0

MASTER PLAN BOND REDEMPTION FUND

The Master Plan Bond Redemption Fund makes expenditures to pay
off the bonds issued for
the construction of major sewage
treatment and collection facilities in accordance with USA's
Master Sewer Plan. Expenditures are made from this fund for a
system which ultimately benefits all residents served by USA, and
are allocated based on the distribution of the total population
served by USA. In effect, each resident within the boundaries of
US A is paying for the cost to expand and improve sewer service
deli very, regard less of whether or not individual residents are
currently receiving the service.

-
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0

MASTER PLAN BOND REDEMPTION REVENUE SOURCES
The largest revenue source for the redemption of these bonds is
the property tax levied each year.
This tax accounted for
$1,996,500
in
revenue
in
FY
81-82,
and
is
allocated
geographically on the basis of the assesed value.
Two other
minor sources used to support expenditures made in this fund are
Interest Earned ($98,596) and Cash on Hand ($82,643). They are
derived indirectly from the property tax and are also allocated
on the basis of assessed value.
The other revenue source is City
payments
in
lieu
of
taxes,
which
are
allocated
to
the
Incorporated Area.

MASTER PLAN BOND REDPEMTION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The
Incorporated
Area differential
is
small
and
positive,
+$28,196. The Incorporated Area receives more in expenditures for
this service than the revenue generated for this service.
The
Suburban Area has a small negative differential (-$28,196).
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TABLE 18
MASTER PLAN BOND REDEMPTION FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

===== ======= ================ =================== === ===== =

PROPERTY TAX
IN LIEU TAXES
INTEREST
CASH ON HAND

1,966,500
198,950
98,596
82,643

853,461
198,950
42,791
35 '8 6 7

1, 113' 0 39

TOTAL
REVENUES

2,346,689

1,131,069

1,215,620

55,805
46,776

========================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

2,346,689

1, 159' 26 4

1,187,425

========================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL
PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

28' 19 6

( 28, 19 6)

0. 26

-0. 25

0.01

- 0 .01

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND REDEMPTION FUND
Wh e n USA was created it took ov er the asse ts a nd debt obli gati ons
of several sanitary districts (the Aloha Sanitary District, the
Metzger Sanitary District, the Raleigh Sc holls Sanitary Distri ct ,
the Sunset Valley Sanitary Distri c t, and the West Slope Sanit a ry
District). All of these districts had some outstanding deb ts in
gen era l obligation bond s issued for c onstru c ti o n of sewer age
f acili ti es .
The portions of t ho se b o nds us ed to const ru ct local
sewer line im provements are being paid off by propert y owners in
the area which originall y issued the bonds (Suburban Ar e a). The se
revenues, collected as propert y t a xes, amounted to $71,199 in FY
81-82. Rev e nue and a ssoci ated expe nditur es are al locate d enti rel y
to t h e Suburban Area. The oth e r rev enu e sour ce s are tran sf ers
from F und 30 7, cas h on h a nd, a nd i nt eres t earned on investme nts.
All of these reve nue sou rce s are a lloc ated accor ding to th e Fund
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307
distribution
previously
discussed
in
this
Expenditures are allocated based on assessed value.

chapter.

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND REDEMPTION FUND
EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The
Incorporated
Area
differential
is
small
and
positive
(+$5,204), as it receives more expenditures for this service than
it generates in revenue.
The Suburban Area differential is
negative and totals -$5,204.
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TABLE 19
GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

=========================:===================;==========
PROPERTY TAX
TRANS FROM 307
INTEREST
CASH ON HAND

71, 19 9
157I174
13,948
76,675

0
64,913
5,761
31,667

71, 19 9
9 2 I 261
8,187
45,008

TOTAL
REVENUES

318,996

10 2 I 340

216,656

=========~==============================================

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

318,996

107,544

211,452

========================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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5 I 204

( 5 I 20 4)

0.05
0.00

-0.05
-0.00

Chapter 6
WASHINGTON COUNTY COOPERATIVE LIBRARY SERVICE

The Washington County Cooperative Library Service (WCCLS) is a
federation of libraries formed in 1975 to oversee, develop, and
coordinate library services in the county.
One of the primary
objectives of this system is the provision of library service to
residents of the unincorporated area.
In addition, WCCLS was
formed to allow existing libraries to avoid duplication of
materials and services.
This system includes the city libraries
(Beaverton, Hillsboro, Tigard, Tualatin, Forest Grove, Cornelius
and Sherwood), community libraries
(West Slope, Cedar Mill,
Banks, Town Center), public and private high school libraries (56
schools in the county), academic libraries (PCC-Rock Creek, and
Pacific University), and special libraries (Floating Point System
Inc., Intel Corporation, Lamb-Weston, Oregon Graduate Center,
Oregon Regional Primate Center, Port of Portland, St. Vincent's
Hospital and Medical Center, Tektronix Inc, Tuality Community
Hospital, Washington County Law Library, and Washington County
Museum
Library).
Each
of
these
libraries
is
operated
independently by its jurisdiction or governing body.
WCCLS links
them by providing
such
county-wide
services
as:
reference
services; inter-library book loans, courier services; books by
mail; childrens programs; and outreach to those county residents
unable to come to the libraries.

REVENUE SOURCES

The WCCLS program has been support e d primarily by property tax
serial levies approved by Washington County voters in 1976 and
1978. The s e tax levies were raised county-wide, and distributed
to the public libraries, community lib r ari e s, a nd the WCCLS
central staff based on a formula devised cooperatively by the
cities and the County. The cities received the portion of
prope rty
tax
r e venue
r a ised
within
the ir
jurisdictional
boundaries as a base payment in support of library services.
In
a ddition, money wa s set aside for distribution among the cities
to help de f r a y costs as s oci a ted with provision o f
library
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services to individuals living outside city boundaries.
This
non-fee access revenue was divided among the cities according to
their individual shares of the total out-of-city circulation in
the county.
The Community Libraries (located in unincorporated
areas)
also received money from this levy to support their
operations.
TABLE 20
WCCLS SERIAL LEVY REVENUE ALLOCATIONS IN FY 81-82

CITY
LIBRARY

CITY PORTION
OF LEVY

NON-FEE
ACCESS

PERCENT OF NON
CITY CIRCULATION

Beaverton
Hillsboro
Tigard
Forest Grove
Tualatin
Cornelius
Sherwood

120,466
70,811
6 6, 5 24
28, 6 7 4
21, 9 36
8, 120
6,547

39, 9 30
13,794
7,986
5, 08 2
2,178
2,178
1, 45 2

55%
19%
11%
7%

TOTAL

323,078

7 2, 600

100%

COMMUNITY LIBRARY

3%
3%
2%

SERIAL LEVY ALLOCATION

Banks
Cedar Mill
Town Center
West Slope

3,500
6 5, 200
60,480
59,999

TOTAL

189,179

The WCCLS central services are also supported primarily by
property tax levy.
These programs received $262,440 from
serial levy to support their operations in FY 81-82.

the
the

OTHER REVENUE SOURCES
There are several small revenue sources also available to support
WCCLS operations.
The State provides grant monies for support of
library services in the unincorporated portion of Washington
County. In FY 81-82 this state aid totaled $20,817. In addition,
WCCLS received $7,551 in gifts, donations and fees.
WCCLS is
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operated as a special fund and, accordingly, any interest earned
on the investment of WCCLS funds is accrued to this fund.
During
FY 81-82 it accrued $18,407 in interest, but spent only $2,694.
WCCLS has a contract with Clatsop County to provide books by mail
to its residents.
This contract totaled $30,000 in FY 81-82 and
was removed from both the revenue and expenditure portions of
this analysis.

SERVICE DELIVERY

The WCCLS staff are responsible for the delivery of a variety of
centralized services, while individual libraries are responsible
for the delivery of all other library services.

CENTRAL LIBRARY SERVICES
The central library services include: books by mail; central
reference services; outreach library services; childrens library
services;
inter-library
courier
service;
and
library
administration.
These services are delivered primarily to the
libraries in the County, and may be delivered by request to s mall
portions of the County population.
Ther e is no service specific
inf ormation available describing
the distribution
of
thes e
services within the County, and expenditures for service delivery
have been allocated to the three geographic areas of the County
based on population.

LOCAL LIBRARY SERVICES
Local lib ra ry services are those services delivered by individual
ci ty or community librari e s.
Book circulat ion is the l arg est
sing l e serv ice deliver ed .
Other services deliv e red by each
library vary, depending on the type of resources and personnel
each library has at its disposal.
WCCLS annua lly surveys the circulation of each city libr ary
orde r to al loc ate the avai labl e money to defray the costs
non-fee acce ss to library serv i ces to persons residing out sid e
the citi es .
The fo llowing tabl e present s the results of the
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in
of
of
FY

81-82 survey of city library circulation.
TABLE 21
RESULTS OF CITY LIBRARY CIRCULATION SURVEY FY 81-82

LIBRARY

IN CITY
RESPONDENTS
(PERCENTAGE)

OUT OF CITY
RESPONDENTS
(PERCENTAGE)

TOTAL
RESPONDENTS

Beaverton

6,451
(45.6%)

7,707
(54.4%)

14 I 158

Hillsboro

4, 171
( 58. 3%)

2, 98 2
(41. 7%)

7' 15 3

Tigard

2, 0 23
(45.8%)

2' 390
( 5 4. 2%)

4,413

Forest Grove

2,107
(68.9%)

951
(31.1%)

3,058

Tualatin

2,074
( 8 6. 2%)

331
(13.8%)

2,405

Cornelius

265
(52.3%)

24 2
(47.7%)

507

Sherwood

277
(52.0%)

256
(48.0%)

533

The survey of the geographic distribution of city libraries users
is the starting point in the process of allocating expenditures
for local library services to the three geographic a reas of the
County.
Circulation figures are not adequate to distribute
service delivery between Suburban and Rural Areas. The locations
of city libraries were compared with the population distribution
in the areas surrounding the cities.
Based upon this analysis,
the out-of- c ity circulation (i.e. servi ce delivery) was allocated
as
follows:
Suburban
Area
(Beav erto n,
Tigard
and
Tualatin
libr ar i es ), Rural Ar ea (Cornelius and Forest Grove libraries),
and Hillsboro Library was divided equally between Suburban and
Rural Areas. This allocation was used to distribute the WCCLS
expenditures for non-fee access to the three areas of the County.
The portion of the WCCLS levy repres ent ing the amount raised
entirely within the incorporated Ar ea is sent directly to the
cities.
This
allocation
method
produced
the
expe nditur e
( ser vi c e ) distr ibution sho wn in the follo wing tabl e .
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TABLE 22
DISTRIBUTION OF WCCLS EXPENDITURES BY AREA

LIBRARY

CITY
Sherwood
Tigard
Beaverton
Hillsboro
Forest Grove
Tualatin
Cornelius

INCORPORATED
AREA

TOTAL WCCLS
EXPENDITURE

SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

LIBRARIES
6,547
6 6 '5 24
120,466
70,811
28 '6 7 4
21, 9 36
8' 120

7,999
74,510
160,396
84,605
33,756
24 '114
10' 298

1, 45 2
7,986
39 '9 30
6,897

6,897
5' 08 2

2,178
2,178

---------------------------------------------------------------------56,991
15,609
323,078
SUBTOTAL
395,678
COMMUNITY

Banks
Cedar Mill
Towncenter
west Slope

LIBRARIES

3,500
6 5' 20 0
60,480
64,483

2,800

700

SUBTOTAL

193,663

2,800

19 0' 16 3

700

WCCLS Services

248,229

HJ7,731

112,448

28 '0 5 0

TOTAL

8 37 ' 5 7 0

433,609

359,602

4 4' 35 9

6 5' 20 0
60,480
64 '48 3

WCCLS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The expenditure-revenue differential for the WCCLS system shows
that the Incorporated Area receives $62,974 more in expenditures
(service) for library services than it generates in revenue.
The
Suburban Area ( -$36,300) and the Rural Area ( -$26,676) b oth
h a ve neg at ive di ffe renti als , and ge nerate more l e vy revenue than
they r ece ive in se rvice .
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TABLE 23
LIBRARY EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
SERIAL LEVY
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

806,454
7,551
20' 8 7 1
2, 69 4

366,130
3' 277

TOTAL
REVENUES

8 37 '5 7 0

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

837,570

1, 228

374, 195
3, 4 21
17 '010
1, 277

6 6' 129
85 3
3' 861
191

37 0 '6 36

39 5 '9 0 2

71, 0 35

======================================================================
433,609

359,602

44,359

======================================================================
REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

6 2' 97 4

( 36' 30 0)

( 26 '6 7 6)

0.59
0.02

-0.33
-0.01

-0.S
-0.05

OTHER SERVICE DELIVERY ISSUES

Two questions remain unanswered following examin a tion of the
expenditure-revenue differential for WCCLS services.
First, the
WCCLS serial levies have been providing part of the revenue
available to the Cities to pay for library services.
This has
allowed the cities to provide library services with out developing
fully auto nomous revenue sour ces .
The question, then, is: Would
the cit ies have maintained the same level of library service
expenditures during the period of time covered by the two Library
Serial Levies if the WCCLS revenues had not been available?
Total WCCLS expenditures for library services account for 50.2
percent of the $1,675,373 spent for libr a ry servic es by all
jurisdictions in the County.
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TABLE 24
TOTAL EXPENDITURE FOR LIBRARY SERVICES BY SOURCE OF REVENUE

JURISDICTION
(LIBRARY)

WCCLS
EXPENDITURE

LOCAL
EXPENDITURE

TOTAL
EXPENDITURE

CITY LIBRARIES
Beaverton
Hillsboro
Tigard
Forest Grove
Tualatin
Cornelius
Sherwood

160,396
84,605
74,510
33,756
24, 114
10, 29 8
7,999

3 29, 8 6 5
170,090
6 0, 5 38
97,512
76,032
23,697
28, 710

4 9 0, 261
254,695
135,048
131, 26 8
100' 146
33,995
36 '7 09

COMMUNITY LIBRARIES
Banks
Cedar Mill
Town Center
west Slope

3,500
6 5' 20 0
60,480
59,999

11,164
9 3' 39 5
61,769
64,483

WCCLS Central Services

248,229

248,229

TOTAL

847' 297

1, 67 5' 37 3

7,664
28' 19 5
1, 289
4,484

8 28 '07 6

The second question is derived from the first, and from the
process of calculating the expenditure-revenue differential.
This question contains two parts: Should the expenditure-revenue
differential be calculated using only the expenditures delivered
directly by WCCLS, or the total services delivered?
If the total
services
are
co unted,
should
the
WCCLS
funding
in
the
I near para ted Area actually be allocated to that area, or should
it be allocated in some other way?
For example, the WCCLS
library user surv e y can be used to provide a diff e rent picture of
the delivery of library services in the County.
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TABLE 25
TOTAL BOOK CIRCULATION BY LIBRARY ALLOCATED TO INCORPORATED AND
UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF WASHINGTON COUNTY

LIBRARY
Beaverton
Hillsboro
Tigard
Forest Grove
Tualatin
Cornelius
Sherwood

TOTAL
CIRCULATION

INCORPORATED
PORTION

367,994
174,155
109,400
122,324
58' 215
26 '7 51
2 3' 25 5

167 ,805
101,532
50,105
8 4' 281
50' 181
13' 991
12' 09 3

UNINCORPORATED
PORTION
200,189
72,623
59' 29 5
38 '0 4 3
8 '0 34
12,760
11, 16 2

If service delivery is considered in view of the total cost to a
city of delivering library service, then a different approach is
needed for determining the expenditure-revenue differential.
One
method of accomplishing this would be to measure expenditures per
circulation.
For example, the total expenditure per circulation
for Hillsboro is $0.68. Hillsboro receives 33.2 percent of its
tot a 1 expenditures from the WCCLS levy, and 41. 7 percent of its
total circulation
is delivered
to
library patrons residing
outside Hi 11 sboro. It is apparent that the WCCLS levy revenue
does not cover the cost of delivering the service outside the
City in this case.
However, the magnitude of this differential
depends on how the WCCLS revenues are allocated.
If all the
WCCLS revenues are allocated toward the cost of providing service
outside the City, then the total differential for the provision
of this service is -$0.30 per unincorporated circulation.
If
only the non-fee access portion of the WCCLS revenue is counted,
then the differential is -$1. 27 per unincorporated circulation.
This example does not deal with the quest ion of whether or not
the City would have maintained this level of expenditure without
the revenue from the WCCLS Levy, and whether 1 ibrary use would
have been as heavy if non-residents had been required to pay a
yearly fee for library access.
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Chapter 7
COUNTY GENERAL SERVICES

County General Services includes all those tradi t ionally pr o vided
by Oregon counties.
These services include Property Assessment
and Taxation, County Recorder, Elections, County Surveyor, County
Museum, Dog Control, County Fair, a nd Agricultural Activities.
The General Fund is a ma jor source of revenue for these ser v ices
(except Dog Control). They are provided directly by the County,
with the exception of Agricultural Activities, which are pro v ided
by the Extension Service,
the Soil and Water Conser v ation
District and the State Watermaster with financial assistance from
the County. Ag ricultur a l Activities are concentrated most hea vi ly
in the Rur a l and Suburba n Areas, but some ser v i c es are provided
to the Incorporated Area. Service s provided directly by the
County are generally available to all County residents, with no
geographic distinctions.

ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION

The Assessment and Tax a tion Department provides County Assessor,
County Clerk (Recorder), Dog Control, a nd Election s servi c es ( Dog
Control
is
discuss e d
in a
s e p a r a te
chapte r;
Election s
is
dis c uss e d la ter in th is chapter).
At the b egi nn ing of FY 81-8 2,
the County Clerk existed as a separate department, containing the
Elections and Recorder Divisions. In January 1982 both divisions
were tr a nsf e rred to the Department o f Assessment and Tax a tion,
bringing 14 addition a l e mployees into the Departme nt for a t o t a l
of 77 in FY 81-82. The p osition of County Cl e rk r ested wi th th e
h e ad of t h e Depa rtme n t o f Fin a n ce a nd Admin ist rati o n at tha t
time , t h e n t r a n sferr e d t o the Co un t y As s essor in December 19 8 3
where the duties of the office were assigned to a discrete un i t.
(In 198 3, Assessment and Taxation rece ived the Ar c hives a nd Dog
Control
Divisions
from
the
De p a r t ment
of
Finance
a nd
Administr a t i on.)
Thr ee divis ion s
fo llowing sec tion:

of thi s
Departme n t
a r e discuss ed
in
Admini s tr a ti o n, Appr a is a l, and Ma ppin g
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t he
a nd

Recording.

ADMINISTRATION DIVISION
This
Division
is
responsible
for
overall
departmental
supervision,
data
en try,
and
sec re tar i al
support
for
the
Assessors Office. In addition, it provides internal accounting
and general assistance to the public.
This division is also
responsible for property tax collection in the County, processing
of USA sewer assessments, and all LID assessments.
In FY 81-82,
the Department charged USA $33,203 for these services, the Road
Department $2,314 for the cost of assessing its LID's, and the
Metzger Park LID $2,024 for its assessments.
The Division is also responsible for processing and maintaining
records on personal property and mobile homes.
Industrial
machinery accounts for most of the personal property records.
The Division handles all property tax relief programs and special
exemptions.
This includes over 52,000 property ta x relief
accounts,
1,800 veterans prope rty tax e xemptions, a nd 1,657
senior citizens property tax exemptions.
In FY 81-82, this
division had 21 employees.

APPRAIS AL DIVISION
The Appraisal Division is responsible for the ongoing appraisal
of all real and personal property in the County. Records on the
value of property sales in var ious categories are compiled to
determine gener al trends in the value of property in each of
th ose categories.
This in forma tion i s used to support ongoing
physical reappraisal of real property and to estimate changes in
the value of real property during those years when reappraisals
are not made.
In addition, this division is directly involved
with the Board of Equalization, which hears appeals on increases
in the assessed v al ue of individual pieces o f real property.
The Division h a ndles all Fa rm and Forest Property Tax Deferr a l
programs.
Appraisals of individual pieces of property are made
by on request.
Thi s was the source of appr a isal fees co llected
by this division is FY 81-82 ($15,666). The Divi s ion also
phy s i ca lly reap praises
th e
e ntire
County every six
yea rs ,
resulting in approx ima t ely one-sixth o f r e a l prope rty a ccoun ts
b e ing a ppraise d ea c h y ea r .
Some r e al p rope rty , s u c h pri v ate
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utilities, commercial forest lands, and certain large industrial
complexes, are appraised by the State Department of Revenue, not
the County. In FY 81-82 the Division had 27 employees.

MAPPING ANO RECORDING DIVISION
The Mapping Division was combined with the Recorders Division of
the County Clerks Off ice to become the Mapping and Recording
Division. In 1983, Archives was also absorbed.
This division
produces, updates, and maintains the tax assessor map system
containing all land parcels in the County. In addition, it is
responsible for recording and maintaining permanent records of
all deeds, mortgages, contracts, tax liens, and any other legal
documents an individual may wish to have recorded, and issues
marriage
licenses.
In
FY
81-82,
39,500
documents
were
processed.
Fees collected by the Division were the highest
in
the
Department. They include Recording Fees ($303,844) and Marriage
Licenses
($357,041). These revenues were allocated based on
population because information on revenue source distribution was
not available.
This division also collects the Real Estate
Transfer Tax included in the General Fund.

SERVICE DELIVERY
Services provided by the three division Assessment and Taxation
are
provided
indirectly
to
all
County
residents.
The
expenditures for these services totaled $1, 8 09, 106 in FY 81-8 2.
Since these services are available to all County residents and
all receive some measure of these services each year,
the
expenditures were geographically allocated based on population.

ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated Area differential is positive and very small
(+$1, 133), only 0.06 percent of the $1,809, 106 expended for this
service in FY 81-82. The Incorporated Area received just slightly
more in service expenditures than it generated in revenues.
The

- 71 -

Rural Area differential is also positive (+$20,386). The Suburban
Area differential is negative -($21,5198), only 1.2 percent of
the total service expenditures made for this service in FY 81-82.
TABLE 26
ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

1,132,555
676,551

490' 396
29 3' 6 2 3

534,566
306,478

107,593
76,450

TOTAL
REVENUES

1,809,106

784,019

841,044

184,043

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

1,809,106

785,152

819,525

20 4' 4 29

=========~============================================================

EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

1,133

(21,519)

20' 38'

0.01
0.00

-0. 19
-0.01

0.73
0.03

ELECTIONS DIVISION
The Elections Division of the Assessment and Taxation Department
is responsible for conducting all elections held in the County.
It
is
also
responsible
for
verifying
voter
signatures
on
initiative and referendum petitions submitted at the state or
local level.
Elections establishes and maintains a system of
voter
precincts
based
on
jurisdictional
and
legislative
boundaries
in
the County,
and
maintains
records
of
voter
registration in these precincts.
In FY 81-82 this division had 6
employees, and expended $376,132.
Elections

Division

services

-

are
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provided

generally

to

all

County residents, espec i a 11 y for genera 1 and primary elections.
Special elections do not normally involve all County precincts.
However, a substantial number of precincts will be involved in
any given election.
The geographic distribution of elections
services changes with each election, making it impossible to
allocate
these
services
geographically.
Hence,
election
expenditures are allocated on the basis of population.

REVENUE SOURCES
The General Fund provides most of the revenue for provision of
these services ($285,455). The remaining revenuesare derived from
election fees charged to other jurisdictions in the County. Under
Oregon 1 aw, the County can charge other j ur i sd ict ions a fee for
the costs of providing elections services beyond expenditures for
permanent staff.
These charges cover the costs of temporary
staff and production of ballots for the election.
They are
charged cities, school districts, and other special districts
based
on the number
of
registered
voters
in
each.
When
jurisdictions overlap, the charges are prorated.
In FY 81-82
these charges totaled $90,677. The cities paid a
total of
$10,085, school districts $38,364, and other special districts
$42,228. Fees from the cities were allocated entirely to the
Incorporated
Area.
The
remaining
fees
were
geographically
allocated on the basis of population.

ELECTIONS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The
Incorporated
Area
differential
is
neg ati ve
and
tot a ls
-$5,423. This Area generated more in revenue than it received in
service expenditures.
The Suburban Area different ia 1 is also
negative and totals -$855.
The Rural
Area differential
is
positive and totals $6,368.
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TABLE 27
ELECTIONS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
AREA
REVENUE 81-82

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

285' 455
90,677

123,602
45,062

134,735
36 '508

27' 118
9,017

TOTAL
REVENUES

37 6' 13 2

168,664

171, 24 3

36' 135

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

163, 241

376' 132

170, 388

42,503

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

(5,423)

(855)

6' 368

-0.05
-0.00

-0.01
-0.00

0.~

COUNTY SURVEYOR

The Washington County Surveyor was, administratively, a division
of the Public Works Department in FY 81-82. At that time, the
Division was funded entirely by the General Fund and fees.
In FY
82-83 it assumed control of the Public Works Engineering Division
survey crew.
The Surveyor is responsible for a wide variety of
services
related
to
the
continued
maintenance
of
survey
information in the County (specific duties are listed in ORS
Chapters 92, 94, 97, 209, 271, 368, 376, 549, and 551). Among the
major duties of the Surveyor are the checking of subdivision
plats for all jurisdictions in the County, the recording of all
surveys done in the County, the establishment or reestablishment
of government survey corners, and performance of all County
survey work.
In addition, the Surveyor is responsible for
assigning all new addresses in the unincorporated area of the
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0.01

County.
(The
addition.)

Surveyor

now

does

survey

work

on

roads

in

Most
services performed
by the
Surveyor do
not
have
a
geographically
distinct
pattern
of
service
delivery.
The
recording of surveys, reestablishment of government corners, and
surveying of
properties
involved
in
boundary disputes
are
distributed
in approximately the same manner as population,
according to the Surveyor. Checking of Subdivision Plats and
Condominium Plats is concentrated in the Incorporated (60%) and
Suburban Areas (40%). New addresses are assigned primarily in the
Suburban Area (95%), the remainder in the Rural Area. These
service
distributions
were
used
to
allocate
Surveyor
expenditures.

REVENUE SOURCES
The General Fund provided $182,295 (87.9%) of the Surveyor's
total revenue, the remaining amount from fees and charges.
The
two principal fees are the Subdivision and Condominium Plat Check
Fees, and Address fees.
The dis tr i but ions of these fees and
their related services expenditures are the same.

SURVEYOR EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The
Incorporated
Area
differential
is
negative
and
totals
-$14,986. This area received less in service expenditures than it
generated in revenue.
The Rural Area differential
is also
negative and totals -$3,252. The Suburban Area differential is
positive and totals +$18,238.

-
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TABLE 28
SURVEYOR EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

=== ========= === =============================== === ========= == ==========
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

182,295
25, 0 38

7 8, 9 34
12, 14 3

86,043
12,655

17, 318
240

TOTAL
REVENUES

207, 333

91,077

98,698

17,558

==================================~===================================

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

207,333

76,091

116, 9 36

14, 306

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

(14,986)

18, 238

(3,252)

-0 .14
-0. 00

0 . 16
0.01

-0. i.
-0.01

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

COUNTY MUSEUM

The Washingto n County Historical Museum is, administratively,
part of the Public Works Department. However, it is entirely
supported by General Fund money.
The County Museum is located on
the PCC Rock Creek campus in a new building built with private
funds.
Th e Museum, founded in 1939, hous es a collection of
historic documents and memorabilia concerning the history of
Wa shi n gton Coun ty. It is partly supported by the Was hington
County Historical Society. However, this support is not inc l ud ed
in
the
estimation of
the
expenditure-revenue differential.
Mus e um services are provided primarily on site and are available
to al l County residents.
There are no records available to
indicate whether some re sident s use thi s faci lity more than
others.
Accor dingly, the servi ces provided by the Mus e um are
a llocated on the ba sis of popul ation .
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MUSEUM EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated Area differential is positive and totals +$56.
The Rural Area differential is also positive and totals +$1,007.
The Suburban Area differential is negative and totals -$1,063.
TABLE 29
COUNTY MUSEUM EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SO URCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CH ARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

55,962

24 / 2 3 2

26 / 414

5 I 316

TOTAL
REVENUES

55,962

24 I 2 3 2

26 / 414

5,316

=== == == === == === == == === === == === == === == == === === == ===== == === === ====== === =
TOTAL
EXPEND I TURES

55,962

24 / 28 8

25 / 351

6, 3 24

== === == ===== === == === == === == === ==== === == === ===== === === ==== == == ===== ====
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFF ERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
P ER $1 000
ASSESSE D VALU E

56

(1, 0 6 3 )

1, 007

0.0 0
0 .00

-0. 0 1
- 0 . 00

0 .04
0 . 00

COUNTY FAIR
The Was hingto n Coun ty F a ir grou nds a r e
used f or
t he
a nn ual
Washingt o n Co unty Fair and for a vari e ty o f other ev ents.
In
Ca l e nd ar Year 1 98 2 t he Co unt y Fair was a tt e nd ed b y 52, 6 20
p e op l e .
Oth e r e ve n ts a t t ra cte d a n oth e r 179 , 0 4 1 pe opl e t o the

-
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fairgrounds.
The Fair Board is responsible for the maintenance
and management of the fairgrounds and is currently involved in
the
long
term
development
of
the
property.
The
County
Fairgrounds
are
predominately
supported
by
user
fees
and
admission charged to
individuals using
the fairgrounds
for
various activities.
These activities produced 63 percent of the
Fair's revenues in FY 81-82. The State Racing Commission provided
a portion (17 percent) of the revenues received from betting at
the State Fair. The remainder of the FY 81-82 revenues came from
a one percent surcharge on the Hotel-Motel Tax levied by the
County (this surcharge was later repealed by County voters)
There
is
no
recognizable geographic distribution
of
these
revenues and they were allocated to the areas of the County based
on the distribution of population.
Account #1100 of the General
Fund contains an expenditure of $11,890 in General Fund monies
for the provision of benefits provided by the County to fair
employees.
This
expenditure
is
included
in
the
total
expenditures and
revenues for
the Fair. As with most fee
supported services, there is no discernible geographic pattern of
expenditures for service provision.
Expenditures were allocated
according to the County population distribution.

COUNTY FAIR EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated (+$12) and Rural Area (+$214) differentials are
positive. These Areas received more in service expenditures than
they generated in revenue.
The Suburban Area differential is
negative and totals -$214.
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TABLE 30
COUNTY FAIR EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

SUBURBAN AREA

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

11,89 0
176,641
48,451
6, 177

5, 1 48
76,662
21, 0 28
2, 681

5,612
80,018
21,948
2,798

1,130
19, 9 6 0
5,475
698

TOTAL
REVENUES

243,159

105,519

110,377

27, 26 3

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

243,159

======================================================================
105,531

110,151

27, 4 7 7

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

12

( 226 )

214

0.00
0 .00

-0.00
-0.00

0.01
0.00

AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES

Washington County assists several agencies with agricultural
activities in the County by providing a part of their yearly
operating budgets (Account # 1100). Service delivery is actutally
provided by the Oregon State Coopera tiv e Ex tensi o n Ser vice ,
Washington County Soil and Wat er Conserv a tion District, State
Watermaster , a nd the Oregon Departme nt of Agr icultur e . The County
provid ed a substa nti al por ti on of the Ext e n s ion Se rvi c e budg e t.
The Exte nsion Service provides advice and informa tion t o the
residents of Washington County on farm crops, farming practices,
livest ock productio n, forestry management, and a ls o oversee s the
countywide 4-H i?rog ram.
The County provid e s the Soi l a nd Wat er
Cons e rva tion Dist rict with half th e sa l ary fo r a secr e tary .
This
district
is
ac tiv e
in
the
pro.vision
of
soil
man agemen t
in f orm at ion a nd a dvi c e , a nd suppor ts ir riga ti o n proj ec t s a nd

-
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improvements.
The State Watermaster assigns a Watermaster to
Washington,
Tillamook,
Clatsop
and
Columbia Counties.
This
Watermaster works out of the Washington County Courthouse and is
responsible for oversight and enforcement of water rights and
related activities in the four- county area.
The other Counties
and Special Districts that use Watermaster services reimburse
Washington County for a portion of the overall cost of this
program.
Washing ton County reimburses the Oregon Department of
Ag r i cul tu re for expenditures associated with the provision of
Horticultural Inspections in Washington County. All of these
services are provided generally to the residents of the County in
a geographically indistinguishable fashion.
Accordingly, service
expenditures were allocated on the basis of population.
The
majority (86%) of revenue for this serviceis provided by the
General Fund.

AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated Area differential is positive and totals +$172.
The Rural Area differential is also positive and totals +$3,100.
The Suburban Area differential is negative and totals -$3,272.
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TABLE 31
AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

172,215

74,569

8 1, 28 5

16,36fJ

28 '018

12' 16 0

12,692

3' 166

TOTAL
REVENUES

200' 233

8 6 '7 29

93,978

19 '5 26

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

200,233

======================================================================
86,9 0 1

90,706

2 2' 6 26

==== == ==== === ==== == ============ = ==== ==~ === === ===== == === === ===== = ======

EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

17 2

( 3' 27 2)

3,100

0.00
0.00

-0.03
-0.00

0.11
0.01

DOG CONTROL
Under the Department of Finance and Administration, Dog Control
is responsible for the operation of a small animal shelter and
enforcement of the County Leash Law. Dog licenses, impoundment of
dogs in violation of the leash law, a n d adoption of dogs and cat s
are included in the se activi tie s.
The progr am is supported
e ntirely by fees and charges .
Sta tistic s for FY 8 1-8 2 are :
24 ,000 licenses sold;
3,400 animals shelter ed ;
2,500 a nimals
sold; and 1,300 citations or warnings issued.
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REVENUE
Total revenue for FY 81-8 2 was $ 38 2, 054. Licenses accounted for
$265,236, other fees and charges $115,872, and interest $946. The
allocation of license revenue was derived using information from
a sample of dog licenses sold in 1982 (total 140). Location of
dog owner residence was used to distribute license revenue
geographically:
the
Incorporated
area
67
licenses
(47.9%),
Suburban 42 (30.0%), and Rural 31 (22.1%).

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE DELIVERY
Cases selected at random from the Dog Control Officer's Daily
Report for the period April 1982 through December 1983 providing
information on the locations of 331 impoundments were used to
distribute service delivery geographically.
Impoundments in the
Incorporated area numbered 229 ( 69. 2%) of the total, Suburban 59
(17.8%), and Rural 43 (13.0%).

EXPENDITURES
Total expenditures for Dog Control service delivery in FY 81-82
were $ 38 2, 054. Expenditures were allocated geographically using
the
service
delivery
distribution:
Incorporated
$264,381,
Suburban $6 8 ,006, a nd Rural $49,667.

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
Both the Suburban and Rural areas provided subsidies to the
Incorporated area for Dog Control services.
It is clear that the
Incorporated area received $86,634 more in ser v ices than it
generated in rev e nue-- a positive differ e ntial.
The Suburban
subsidy amounts to $64,4 84 , the Rur al $22,151.
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TABLE 10
DOG CONTROL EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
LICENSES
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
INTEREST

265, 236
115,872

127 '0 4 8
50' 28 8

79,571
52,490

58,617
13,094

946

411

4 29

107

TOTAL
REVENUES

382,054

177,747

132,489

71, 818

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPEND I TU RES

38 2, 054

26 4' 381

68,006

49,667

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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8 6 '6 34

(64,484)

( 22, 151)

0.81
0.03

-0.58
-0.02

-0.80
-0.04

Chapter 8
SOCIAL SERVICES

Social services in Washington County are administered by County
agencies, most of which contract with outside providers for
service delivery.
Revenue to support these programs is derived
primarily from grants, the General Fund, and, in some cases, user
fees.
Services are generally available on an as-needed or
by-request basis, targeted toward populations that are most in
need-- those persons who cannot afford or are unable to receive
necessary services from private providers.
The specific agencies dealt with in this analysis are the Area
Agency on Aging,
Veterans Services Division, Mental
Health
Department, Public Health Department, Juvenile Department, and
the Juvenile Services Commission.
TABLE 32
SUMMARY SOCIAL SERVICES EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

EXPENDITURE- REVENUE
SERVICE
PROVIDED

DIFFERENTIAL

INCORPORATED
AREA

SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

===================================================================

PUBLIC HEALTH
MENTAL HEALTH
JUVENILE DEPARTMENT
JUVENILE SER COMMISSION
AGING
VETERANS

330,526
36 5 '4 7 2
153,905
7 '97 2
95,454
7, 167

(343,467)
( 29 3, 19 8)
( 168, 807)
(7 ,922)
( 10 2, 7 00)
(6,723)

12, 9 39
( 7 2, 27 5)
21,614
(50)
7' 246
(444)

===================================================================
TOTAL
DIFFERENTIAL

960,496

(922,817)

(30,970)

9.00
0. 29

-8. 29
-0. 28

-1.11
-0.05

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESED VALUE
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AGING

The Washington County Area Agency on Aging administers fifteen
programs targeted toward the County's senior citizen population.
All of these programs, excluding administration, are delivered
through contractes with outside providers.
The largest programs
are congregate meals, transportation, home and personal care,
mental health, and outreach.
Other programs account for only a
small percentage of total service provided.
A not-for-profit
organization, The Washington County Council on Aging,
Inc.,
serves as an advisory group to the agency and h as a separate
budg e t which is not included in thi s analysis.

REVENUE
In FY81-82, the Agency budget was $741,511. Grants from the
federal government, including the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
accounted for $707,833 of the total revenue;
the remaining
$36,678 was derived from the General Fund. Under the Older
Americans Act, federal funds direct e d to senior citizen prog rams,
s u c h as tho se p rovided by Washingt o n County, ca n be sp e nt only on
per sons ag e d 6 0 years a nd older.

DIS TRIBUTION OF AGENCY SERVICES
Area Agency on Aging (AAA) services are provided on an as-needed
basis to senior citizens in Washington County. The best available
census data ( 19 8 0) provid e the total number of pe rsons a ged 65
and older who r e side in the County; t his numb e r ( 19,626 p er s o ns)
was allocated to Inc or pora ted, Subur b an, and Rural Ar eas using
p e rc entag es b a s ed on c e n s us tr ac t pop ulati o n d a ta, ap proximating
a di stributi o n o f senior citizens across the three g e o g raphic
areas.
The di s tribution was: 51 percent to the Incorporated
Ar ea , 36.5 perce nt to the Suburban Ar ea , and 1 2 .1 percent to the
Rur a l Area. I t must be r e me mbered th a t persons aged 60-6 4 year s,
wh o qualif y to receiv e AA A s e rvi c e s , are no t i nclud e d i n this
a n a l ys is.
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AAA served 18,007 persons in FY81-82. Applying the approximate
di str i but ion described above to the total number served, it was
determined that 9256 persons (51.4%) lived in the Incorporated
Area, 6573 persons (36.5%) resided in the Suburban Area, and 2178
persons (12.1%) resided in the Rural Area.

EXPENDITURES
Expenditures for AAA services were calculated using the service
delivery distributrion.
The Incorporated Area had the largest
number
of
persons
served,
and
so
received
the
highest
expenditure--$381, 137.
It was followed by the Suburban Area,
which received $270,652 in expenditures, and the Rural Area,
which received $89,723.

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
In examining Table 33, it is clear that the Incorporated Area
received $95,454 more in services than it contributed to the
total revenue, and the Rural Area, $7246. But,the Suburban Area
generated $102,700 more than it received, accounting for 25
percent of the total expenditures received by the Incorporated
Area, compared to 8 percent of those received by the Rural Area.

-
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TABLE 33
AGING EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

INCORPORATED
TOTAL
AREA
REVENUE 81-82

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES
TOTAL
REVENUES

33,678

14,583

15,896

3, 199

707,833

271, 100

357,456

79, 277

741,511

28 5, 6 8 3

373,352

82,477

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

741,511

381, 137

27 0, 6 5 2

8 9, 7 23

=========================== == ======================== = ~============== =

EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

95,454

(102,700)

7, 246

0.89

-0. 9 2
-0.03

0. 26

0 .03

VETERANS SERVICES DIVISION

Veterans Ser vices Division functions within the Department of
Finance and Admini s tration, providing assistance by request to
veterans of military servi ce residing in Washingto n Count y . In
coo rdin atio n with the Or e gon Divi sio n of Ve ter an ' s Affair s , the
Wa s hingt on County program a ids vet e rans with probl e ms r e l ating to
housing benefits, pensions, social security, and disability.

-
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0.01

REVENUE
Total revenue for FY81-82 was $20,638. The Division is funded
primarily by the General Fund, which supplies 61 percent of its
total revenue, supplemented by state reimbursements and federal
grants, which provide the remaining 39 percent.

DISTRIBUTION OF AGENCY SERVICES
As services are provided only to those veterans who request them,
the service delivery distribution is based on the number of
veterans served during a given time period and the geographic
locations of their residences.
The best available data were
provided by the Division, covering October 1981 - April 1982, and
July 1982 - December 1982; a total of 964 persons were served
during those periods representing the Incorporated, Suburban, and
Rural
Areas.
Of
these,
790 persons
(81%)
resided
in
the
Incorporated Area, 160 persons (16%) resided in the Suburban
Area, and 68 persons (7%) were Rural residents.

EXPENDITURES
veterans
Services
expenditures
for
FY8 l-8 2
were
allocated
according to the service delivery distribution.
The Incorporated
Area received $15,891 in expenditures for Veterans Services, the
Suburban Area $3,158, and the Rural Area $1,589.

EXPENDITURE/REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
More requests for veterans Division services were made by
residents of the Incorporated Area than by those of either the
Suburban or Rural Areas. In interpreting Table 34, it is clear
that the Incorporated Area received $7167 more in services than
it generated in revenue; the Suburban (-$6,723) and Rural (-$444)
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Areas supplied more revenue than they received in services.
TABLE 34
VETERANS SERVICES EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

INCORPORATED
TOTAL
AREA
REVENUE 81-8 2

REVENUE
SOURCES

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================

GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

16 f 397

7,100

7 f 7 39

1,558

4 f 241

1, 6 24

2 f 14 2

475

TOTAL
REVENUES

20 f 6 38

8 f 7 24

9,881

2 f 0 33

=========================~============================================

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

15,891

20 f 6 38

3,158

1,589

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVEN OE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

7,167

(6,723)

(444)

0.07
0.00

-0.06
-0.00

-0.02
-0.0 0

MENTAL HEALTH

Mental health services in Washington County are provided under
contract by 24 outside service providers under the direction of
the
Washington
County
Mental
Health
Department.
Planning,
coordination,
a nd
program
monitoring
are
carried
out
by
Department staff , as well as drug abuse counseling, information
a nd
referral,
pr e venti o n/education, a nd e valu at ion of those
clients who become involved with the courts.
Reporting to the
Department are an advisory board repres e nting all programs, and
a n advisory council for each .
The Division itself is responsible
to the County Adm inistrator.
Three
throu g h

ma jor
the

program
Me nt a l

a reas encompass the ser vic es provided
He alth
De p artme n t .
The y
a re
Me n ta l
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Retardation/Developmental Disabilities, using 43 percent of the
total department expenditures; Mental and Emotional Disturbances,
39 percent of expenditures; and Alcohol and Drug, accounting for
12 percent of total expenditures.
Department administration
demands the remaining 6 percent.

REVENUE
Department revenue is obtained primarily from state and federal
block grants.
When fees are charged for a service they are based
on a sliding scale.
Of the $2,289,812 in total revenue for
FY81-82, $2,133,352 was obtained from grants, $117,123 from the
General Fund, and $39,337 from user fees.

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE DELIVERY
The best available data provided by the Department for this study
were for Calendar Year 19 8 3, identifying the number of persons
served and census tract numbers corresponding to their residence
locations.
The
locations
were
identified
as
Incorporated,
Suburban, and Rural Areas based on this census tract information;
the population was distributed accordingly.
Out of 5,318 persons
served in 1983, 4,225 were included in the distribution; 440
persons residing outside the County, and 653 persons for whom no
census tract information was recorded by the Department were
exc 1 uded.
The useable population was dis tr i bu ted as fol lows:
Incorporated, 2315 persons (55%), Suburban 1567 persons ( 37. 3%),
and Rural 334 persons (8%).

EXPENDITURES
Based on the service delivery distribution, the Incorporated Area
received $1,254,817 for mental health services, the Suburban Area
$854,100, and the Rural Area $180,895.
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EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated Area received $365,372 in services above what it
generated in revenue.
The Suburban Area generated $293,198 mor e
in revenue that it received in service expe nditures.
The Rura l
Area differential is also negative (-$72, 275), indi c ating t h at
more revenue was raised in that Area than services received.
TABLE 35
MENTAL HEALTH EXPENDITURE- REVENU E DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVEN UE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

=== == ====== === ==== ==== ==== == ====== == ====== === ==== ==== ==== == ===== == ====
GEN ERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

117,12 3
39,337
2,133,352

50 t 71 4
21,557
817 ,07 4

5 5 I 28 2
14 I 67 3
1, 0 77 I 343

11, 127
3,108
2 38 I 9 35

TOTAL
REV ENUES

2 I 28 9 t 81 2

8 8 9 t 345

1 , 14 7 t 29 8

25 3 , 17 0

====== === === ==== ==== ==== ====== == === ===== === ==== ==== === ==== ===== == ==== =
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

2, 289 t 812

1, 25 4 I 8 17

8 54,100

180,895

==== == ====== == ====== = ====== === ===== == ====== = ====~= = = = ===== === ==== === ==

EXPE ND ITUREREVENUE
DI FFE RENTI AL

0

PER CA P ITA
PE R $ 100 0
ASSESS ED VALU E

36 5 t 4 7 2

( 29 3 I 19 8)

( 7 2 I 27 5 )

3. 4 3
0.1 1

- 2. 63
- 0 .09

- 2. 60
- 0. 12

PUBLIC HEALTH
The Was hi ng t o n Co un ty Depa rtmen t o f P u blic He alth pro vi d es h e al th
ca r e se rvi ce s , eith e r dir e c tly or through c ontr act s with outs i d e
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providers, designed to assure that basic health standards are met
in the County. Policy direction for the Department is given by
the Board of County Commissioners who, under the County charter,
appointed an Advisory Board of Health to assist them in making
health policy.
Services provided by the department are divided
among three mission areas: Administration and Support Services;
Community Health Services; and Environmental Services.
Administrative Services and Support Services, in addition to
its administrative function, is responsible for the Medical
Examiner Program and Vital Statistics. Investigation of vio l ent
and unattended deaths and preparation of death reports required
by state law are assigned to Medical Examiner personnel, who work
cooperatively with other
law enforcment
off ices
under
the
direction of the State Medi cal Examiner. As required by Oregon
law, vital Statistics maintains records of all births and deaths
in Washington County.
Community Health Services has the largest budget of any of the
mission areas, accounting for 41 percent of the department
budget, and is comprised of four program areas.
Communicab l e
Disease Pr e vention and Control provides testing, irrununization,
tr e atment o f communicabl e disea ses to t arget popu l ations f ield
a nd c lini c nu r sing services.
F a mily planning, testing , and
counseling
are
provided
through
Family
Planning
Services.
Services for Parents and Children provides health screening,
education and counseling, and nutritional service s to parents and
children who are unable to obtain private health care du e to
e conomic, s ocial, or cultura l barriers.
Targeted at a si mil ar
p opul a tion, Ch r on i c
Di sea se Servi c es provides men ta l
he a l th
nursing
se rvi ce s,
c on s u l ta t ion
a nd
re fer ra l,
and
nut ri tion
counseling for victims of chronic diseases.
Environme ntal Services is corn pris e d o f ten service areas, al 1
fee support e d, includ ing so l id waste and sewage p rogr a ms, fo od
se rvi ce
inspect ions,
wa t e r
s yst e ms pr ogr a ms, a nd fa ci l ities
i ns p e c tion pr ogr ams.
Ac tiviti e s c a rri e d out by th is divisi o n ar e
int e nd e d to h e lp ma int a in a s afe and h ea lthy environme nt by
preventing and controlling the spread of disease.
Publi c He alth has e xperienc e d b udget c uts o ver t he l a st th ree
budg et cyc l e s which have re s ulted in s ubst a ntia l red u c ti o ns i n
Community Heal th Se rvi c e s, the l a r g est mi ss ion a re a ,
s erv ic es.
has s uf fere d the mos t.
I t h as s e e n t he cl osu r e o f two s at el l ite
clini c s in Tigard and Beaverton, and the elimination of sev e ral
programs.
Offic e space in Beaverton wa s secur e d in 198 3 t o
repla ce the sat e llite clini c s that were c losed.
An a udi t of the d e p ar tme nt in 1983 r ecomme nded s e ver al me as ur es
to i mp rov e man a geme n t a n d produ ctiv it y in t h e fa ce of f u r t h e r
c utb ac ks .
Lac k o f a ggr e s s ive bi 11 i ng a nd f ol low- up p roc ed ures ,
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which caused over
25
percent
of
fees
for
service
to go
uncollected in 1982-83, were cited by the audit as areas needing
serious attention.
It was also suggested that the department
identify its information needs, as the volume of data produced by
the department and lack of an automated information system hamper
the department's ability to accurately identify those clients who
are "most in need."

REVENUE
Revenue for Public Health services is derived from three sources:
grants, fees and charges, and the General Fund. In FY81-82 total
revenue amounted
to $2,358,139.
Of this,
45.3 percent was
provided by grants, 37 .1 percent by fees and charges, and 17. 4
percent by the General Fund.

DISTRIBUTION OF AGENCY SERVICES
Data were provided by Community Health Service staff on the
number of persons served by that mission area in FY81-82. Of
these, a sample of 450 persons was drawn listing street addresses
for
each.
The
addresses
were
identified
as
Incorporated,
Suburban, or Rural and the population distributed accordingly:
Incorporated 284 persons (63.1%), Suburban 115 persons (25.6%),
and Rural 51 persons (11.3%).
As all services provided by Environmental Health are fee-based~
no service delivery distribution was developed for that mission
area.

EXPENDITURES
Total expenditures for the Public Health Department for FY81-82
were $2,358,139. Based on the service delivery distribution,
$1,375,579
was
spent on Community
Health
Services
in
the
Incorporated Area, $716,085 in the Suburban Area, and $266,469 in
the Rur a 1 Area.
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EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Suburban Area differential is -$355,150, indicating
contributed
more
in
revenue
than
it
received
in
expenditures.
The Incorporated area received $346,983
services that it generated in revenue, and the Rural Area

that it
service
more in
$8,168.

TABLE 36
PUBLIC HEALTH EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

INCORPORATED
TOTAL
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

=============================== ==== ======== ======= ===== ==== ======== ===

GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

412, 129
876,841
1,069,164

178,452
440,655
409,490

194,525
336,783
5 39, 9 28

39, 15 2
99,403
119,74t::

TOTAL
REVENUES

2, 358, 134

1, 0 28, 597

1, 071 , 236

258,302

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

2,358,134

=== ======= ======= ==== ======= ==== ========= === ======= ========= ===== =====
1,375,579

716,085

266,469

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

346,983

( 35 5 , 15 0)

8, 168

3. 25
0.11

-3 .19
-0.11

0. 29
0.01

JUVENILE DEPARTMENT

The
Juv e nile Depa rtment,
as desi g nat e d
by
statute ,
is
an
exte n s ion of th e Ju ve nil e Court . As s uc h , it is r espo n s ibl e fo r
child r e n r ef e rr e d to th e d e partme nt who are v ictim s of chi l d
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abuse or abandonment, run-aways, beyond the control of their
par en ts, dependent on public or private agencies for support or
care, have violated the law, or who are filing a petition for
emancipation.
Within
the
Juvenile
Department
are
seven
program areas,
including Administration. Child custody reports are provided to
the court by the Concilliation Division. Services Liaison to work
with the State division on cases involving neglect, abuse, and
termination of parent's rights.
Related to this is the Shelter
Care program, which conducts evaluations of children placed in
residence by the Department. Counseling for youths who have
committed offenses is available through the Youth Counseling
Program;
the
Detention
program
places
youths
in
need
of
confinement in detention facilities and transports them to and
from court hearings.
Substance abuse counseling is carried out
under a separate program--Substance Abuse--as is counseling aimed
at preventing juvenile delinquency--Community Prevention.

REVENUE
Revenue for the Juvenile Division is drawn from state and federal
grants, fees and charges, and the General Fund. Funds from the
State for a court subsidy to provide juvenile services are
allocated based on the number of children in the County aged 6 to
18 years.
Money is also gained from emancipation fees, marriage
and divorce concilliation fees, and divorce filing fees.
Total revenue for the Department in FY81-82 was $1,465,356. Of
this, $1,271,435 was derived from the General Fund, $99,126 from
fees and charges, $71,012 from grants, and the remaining $23,783
from other sources.

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE DELIVERY
Confidential records were provided by the Juvenile Department and
analysed to arrive at a distribution of the department's service
delivery.
A sample of 385 clients was drawn, and the street
addresses of each identified as Incorporated, Suburban,
and
Rural. When the population was distributed, 210 clients (54.3%)
were identified as living in the Incorporated Area, 134 (34.6%)
in the Suburban Area, and 43 (11.1%) the Rural Area.
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EXPENDITURES
Total expenditure by the Juvenile Department in FY81-82 was
$1,465,356. Detention facilities are made available by a contract
with Multnomah County, amounting to $122,859. Based on the
service delivery distribution, $798,619 (54.5%) was spent in the
Incorporated Area for juvenile services, $509,944 (34.8%) in the
Suburban Area, and $164, 120 (11.1%) in the Rural Area.

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
Calculation of the expenditure-revenue differential shows that
the Suburban Area generated $168, 8 07 more in revenue than in
received in service expenditures.
The Incorporated Area received
$153,905 more than in generated in revenue, and the Rural Area
$21,614.
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TABLE 37
JUVENILE DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

1, 271, 4 35
9 9 '126
71,012
23,783

550,531
5 3' 8 25
27' 19 8
12' 914

600, 117
34' 29 8
35,861
8' 229

120,786
11,003
7,953
2,640

TOTAL
REVENUES

1, 46 5' 35 6

644,469

678,505

142,383

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

1,465,356

======================================================================
795,688

507,013

162,655

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

151, 220

(171,492)

20' 27 2

1. 4 2
0.05

-1. 54
-0.05

0. 7 3
0.03

JUVENILE SERVICES COMMISSION

The function of the Juvenile Ser vices Commission is to provide
administration,
coordination,
planning,
and
evaluation
of
juvenile services programs in Washington County. Program goals
and objectives and final budgets are reviewed and approved by the
Commission in keeping with its Comprehensive Plan. In FY 81-82,
sev e n juvenile programs in Washington County we re funded und e r
th e Juvenile Services Act serving
1,700 children and their
families countywid e .
Following the adoption of the Juvenile Services Act into law in
1979, counties were given the option of participating in Juvenile
Services Act progr a ms.
Later th at year the Washington County
Bo ard of Commissioners recommended that a 17-member Juvenile
Ser vi ces Commission be es tablish e d .
In J a nuary 19 80, the first
Commission was estab li she d, a nd a y e ar l a t e r d e v e loped the fir s t
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Comprehensive Plan designed to promote coordination and planning
among Washington County's juvenile service agencies.

REVENUE
Under the Juvenile Services Act, participating counties receive
pass-throughs from the State General Fund which are then directed
to juvenile services agencies.
To receive these funds, programs
must submit funding requests to their local Juvenile Ser v ices
Commissions. In FY 81-82 Washington County's Commission approved
requests from seven agencies, and received $301,561 in Juvenile
Services Act funding.
All but $49,822 was passed through to the
seven juvenile services providers.
This $49,822 was used for the
Commission's admininstrative and evaluation activities.
For the
purposes of this study,
pass-throughs are not
included as
Juvenile Services Commission revenue.

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICES
None of the seven programs f unded by the Juveni le Services Act
through the Juv e nile Services Commission ar e inc luded in the
Washington County budget f or FY 8 1-82, but the Commi s sion's
admini s tration a nd evalua tion activities a r e .
Also, se rvic e
deli very dis tr i but ions for the seven agencies differ and are
unrrelated
to County expenditures.
For these reasons,
the
service delivery distribution for Commission administr a tio n a nd
evalution
functions,
bas e d
on
p o p ulation,
is
the
only
distribution r e l e vant to this report.
It i s I ncorpor a t e d 43.4
p e r ce nt, Subur ban 45.3 p erce nt, and Rural 11. 3 per cent.

EXPEN DIT URES
The total expenditure by the Juvenile Services Commission for
administration and evaluation in FY81-82 was $4 9 , 822 . Base d o n
the s erv ice deliv e ry distri b ution, th e Incorpor ated area r ec ei ved
$27, 053 in expe nditures, the Suburb a n a rea $17, 238, and t he Rural
$ 5 , 5 30 .
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EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Suburban Area generated $7,922 more in revenue than it
received in service expenditures; the Rural Area generated $ 5 0
more that it received.
Only the Incorporated Area received more
in service expenditures than it generated
in revenue.
Its
differential is a positive $7,972.

TABLE 38
JUVENILE SERVICES COMMISSION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES
TOTAL
REVENUES

0

0

49 '8 22

19 '08 2

25' 16 0

5,580

49,822

19,082

25' 16 0

5,580

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

49,822

21,623

22,569

5' 6 30

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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2,541

(2,591)

50

0.02
0.00

-0.02
-0.00

0.00
0.00

Chapter 9
COURTS AND CORRECTIONS

The five agencies discussed in this chapter are Washington county
Law Library, Tigard Justice Court, District Attorney, Corrununity
Corrections,
and
Public Safety.
Services provided by these
agencies are designed to meet the legal needs of Washington
County residents and to provide correctional facilities for
off enders.
Revenue to support these services is derived from
fees and charges, grants designated by applicable legislation,
and the General Fund.
TABLE 39
COURTS AND CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERSNTIAL

EXPENDITURE- REVENUE
SERVICE
PROVIDED

DIFFERENTIAL

INCORPORATED
AREA

SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

=====================================~========================== = ==

LAW LIBRARY
TIGARD JUSTICE COURT
DISTRICT ATTORNEY
PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

0
0

0
0

3
0

8,795
2, 209
464,098

(22,964)
(10,436)
( 36 5, 8 16)

14,169
8, 226
( 9 8, 28 2)

==================================================================~

TOTAL
DIFFERENTIAL

475,102

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESED VALUE

4.45
0. 15

-
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( 399, 216)
-3. 59
-0.12

(75,887)
-2. 7 3
-0.13

LAW LIBRARY

The Washington County Law Library, as mandated by statute,
prov ides leg al research materials to attorneys, 1 it ig an ts, and
the courts.
As a courtesy, library materials are also available
for
use by the public.
Materials
include legal
opinions,
statutes, regulations, and other legal documents.
In FY81-82,
the library was staffed by one librarian.
Staff has since
increased to two.
In FY8 2-8 3 there were 15, 600 requests for
service.

REVENUE
Services provided by the Law Library are entirely fee supported.
Forty-percent of circuit and district court civil filing fees are
directed to the library for service provision.
Total revenue for
FY81-82 was $114,175. Unexpended revenue amounting to $33,150 was
placed in a capital construction fund for the Law Library.

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE DELIVERY
Services provided by the Law Library are specifically tar geted
toward the legal coITu~unity, but may be used by the genera l
publi c .
Distribution of service delivery across the Coun t y's
three geographic areas was based on population: Incorporated 43.4
percent, Suburban 45.3 percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.

EXPENDITURES
Materials constituted
the
largest
expenditure
for
the
Law
Library, amounting to $4 2,660 in FY81-82. Tot a l ex penditures were
$81, 025 . Expenditur es for servi ce d e livery we r e all ocated to the
thr ee geog r aphic a r eas of the County as follows: Incorpor ated
$35,165, Suburban $36 ,704, and Rur a l $9156 .
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EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
As
the
Law
Library
is
entirely
fee
expenditure-revenue differential sums to zero.

supported,

the

TABLE 40
LAW LIBRARY EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENT I AL

REVENUE
SOURCES

SUBURBAN AREA

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHE R SOURCES

0
81, 0 25

0
35 I 16 5

0
36 t 7 0 4

0
9,156

TOTAL
REVENUES

81, 0 25

35 t 16 5

36 I 7 0 4

9t 1

===== == ===== == ============ == ================================== == ===== =
TOT AL
EXPENDITURES

81, 0 25

35 I 16 5

36,704

9 t 1 56

====== == ===== === ===== == === ==== === ==== === === == == == == ===== == === == == =====
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PE R CAPITA
PE R $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0

TIGARD JUSTICE COURT
The Tigard Justi ce Court employs one Justice of the Peace
authorized to decide minor tr aff ic and civil ma tters .
During
FY81 -8 2 th e cou rt conduc ted 805 tri al s a nd processed 10 , 9 42
complai nt s .
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REVENUE
Revenue for the Justice Court is derived entirely from fees and
court costs associated with traffic offenses, misdemeanors, civil
~natters, and fish and game 1 icenses.
Tota 1 revenue for FY8 l-8 2
was $110,455.

SERVICE DELIVERY DISTRIBUTION
Services provided by the Tigard Justice Court are available on an
as-needed basis to residents of the County. Distribution of
service delivery across the three geographic areas of the County
was based on population: Incorporated 43.4 percent, Suburban 45.3
percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.

EXPENDITURES
Total expenditures in FY81-82 amounted to $77,468. There were
$32,987 in unexpended revenue.
Expenditures for service delivery
in each of the three geographic areas of the County were
allocated using the service delivery distribution: Incorporated
$33,621
(43.4%), Suburban $35,093 (45.3%), and Rural $8,754
( 11. 3%) .

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
As the Tigard Justice Court is entirely fee
expenditure- revenue differential sums to zero.

-
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supported,

the

TABLE 41
TIGARD JUSTICE COURT EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

=======~==============================================================

GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES
TOTAL
REVENUES

0

0

0

77,468

33,621

35, 09 3

8,754

77,468

3 3, 6 21

35, 09 3

8,754

=======================================================~·~=============

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

77,468

33,621

35, 09 3

8,754

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $ HJ00
ASSESSED VALUE

0

0

0
0

0
0

DISTRICT ATTORNEY
The District Attorney in Washington County is responsible for
prosecution of felonies, misdemeanors, major traffic and juvenile
offenses,
and family non-support cases.
Police reports are
screened by District Attorney staff to determine which cases to
prosecute.
Fifteen Deputy District Attorneys were employed by
the office in FY81-82, aided by other administrative and support
staff.
Deputy DAs are not permanently assigned to case areas but
are rotated.
A significant increase in the number of murders per year in
Washington County in 1981 brought a change in focus to the
District Attorney's office.
Prior to 1981 Washington County
averaged one murder per year, a figure which changed in that year
to one murder per month.
Prosecution of felony cases then took
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0

on a new emphasis,
resulting
workload for the office.

in

a

significant

increase

in

REVENUE
The District Attorney derives most of its revenue from the
General
Fund.
Federal
grant
money
directed
to
the
State
Department of Human Resources is distributed to District Attorney
offices for
prosecution of non-support cases,
amounting
to
$70-80,000 in revenue for the Washington County office.
State
reimbursement for personnel provides $6500 per year for each
Deputy DA. In FY81-82, Washington County received $90-100,000 in
reimbursements for 15 Deputy DAS. Total revenue in FY8 l-8 2 was
$935,607.
In FY83-84 a new program was begun known as the Victim-Witness
Program. It provides for a fee payment to the State Attorney
General's Office by the guilty party in a criminal case.
A
District Attorney's office may qualify for 50 percent of the
revenue from fees raised in its jurisdiction by filing
to
participate in the program and being certified by the Attorney
General's Office. Revenue from the Victim-Witness Program will
account for approximately $35-40,000 in revenue for the District
Attorney in Washington County during FY84-85.

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE DELIVERY
Services provided by the District Attorney are intended to
benefit the general public through prosecution of those who have
violated the law.
Distribution of service delivery was made on
the basis of population with the following result: Incorporated
43.4 percent, Suburban 45.3 percent, and Rural 11.3 percent.

8X:PENDITURES
Felony prosecutions account for the largest expenditures by the
District Attorney. Total expenditures for all program areas in
FY81-82 were $935,607. This amount was geographically allocated
using the service delivery distribution: Incorporated $406,053
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(43.4%), Suburban $423,830

(45.3%), and Rural $105,724

(11.3%).

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
Calculation of the expenditure-revenue differential reveals that
the Suburban Area generated $22,964 more in revenue that in
received in service expenditures.
The Incorporated Area received
$8,795 more in services than it raised in revenue, the Rural
$14,169.
TABLE 42
DISTRICT ATTORNEY EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

====================================~=================================

GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

778,415

337,054

36 7' 412

73,9~-"

15 7' 19 2

6 0' 20 5

79' 38 2

17 '6 06

TOTAL
REVENUES

935,607

397,258

446,794

91,555

========================================:=============================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

935,607

406,053

4 2 3' 8 30

105,724

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

-
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8,795

(22,964)

14' 169

0.08
0.00

-0.21
-0.01

0.51
0. 0 2

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS
Under
the Oregon Community Corrections Act of
1977
(CCA),
counties may be eligible for state funding to provide community
corrections
programs
to
their
jurisdictions.
County
participation in CCA programs may be full or partial, the level
of funding set accordingly.
A county may become eligible by
submitting a Plan of Service to the State Corrections Division. A
local Community Corrections Advisory Board, authorized by the
Board of County Commissioners, is responsible for developing a
Plan designed to serve local needs.
A specific appropriation of CCA funds is directed by the
Legislature toward the operation of residential
facilities.
Otherwise, CCA funds may be used without restriction according to
the County's Plan of Service. However, a Maintenance of Effort
clause in the Act forbids the use of these funds to substitute
for local funds.
The amount of the Enhancement Grant directed to
each county is based on an assessment of risk and need, and
whether the county participation will be full or partial.
Some
risk and need factors are the total population of the county,
population in the high risk group (aged 16 to 30), and number of
felony convictions.
Full participant counties ar e requir e d to pay the State a
penalty for every Class C Felon sentenced to a state institution
above
a
predetermined
number.
Partial
participant
plans
(Regional Manager Plans) are operated by the State Corrections
Division, receiving one-half of full participant funding with no
payback obligations.
Wa shington County is a full p a rticipa nt county.
Its Plan of
Service specifies four program areas and a Restitution Center,
providing a variety of services.
Expenditures for each program
area are designed to meet local needs.
The Off e nder Se rvices Program is comprised of four service
a r ea s
t a r ge ted
toward
prob a tion
a nd
p a role
o ffend e r s .
S up e rvi s i o n of s uc h of fe nders r es iding in Was hing ton County is
provided through Probation and Parole Supervision. In FY81-82,
supervised
offenders
numbered
2100-2200.
Mental
Health
and
Alcohol Services provide me ntal h e alth tr e atment, couns e ling, a nd
ant a buse monitoring for those r e quiring speciali z ed s e rvices.
In
FY 8 1-82, 9 0 0-10 00 probati o n and p a rol e offend e r s req uir e d th e se
s e r vic es .
Jo b a n d Educa tion a l Se rvi c e s a r e a v ai l a bl e thr oug h
refer r a 1 s a nd services provided by CETA, the State Empl oymen t
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Division,
and
local community colleges.
Job services were
provided to approximately 875 persons in FY81-82. Pre-Parole
Release Coordination staff, in cooperation with the Field Service
Pre-Release
Team
in
Multnomah
County,
coo rd i na te
of fender
transition from prison status to parole supervision in Washington
County.
Court
Services
support
court
activities.
Presentence
Investigations requested by Washington County courts fall within
this program area.
Intake interviews are conducted for all
offenders sentenced to Community Corrections programs.
These
records are processed and maintained along with other necessary
files, documents, and records by Intake and Ce~tral Records. The
Psychiatric Security Review Board releases offenders from the
Oregon State Hospital to Washington County to conduct pre-release
evaluations, release plans, and community supervision. Transfers
of offenders into Washington County for probation or parole
supervision are monitored by staff according
to
interstate
compact and intraregional transfer policy.
Lastly, activities of
offenders sentenced to the DUII Diversion Program in Washington
County are monitored by court services staff with the Department
of Mental Health.
The Community Corrections program in Washington County includes
public service activities designed to provide information to the
community about the program--Publ ic Serv ices--and to place and
monitor those offenders who have been sentenced to community
service--CommunityServices.
Offenders
who
are
required
to
perform community service work on weekends typically provide
basic maintenance and repairs to local parks and community
centers and help with the construction of County facilities and
the painting of senior citizen centers.
Administrative functions
are carried out by Administrative Services. These includ e the
activities of the Corrections Advisory Board, staff training and
d e velopment, and the Class C Felon payback to the State.
Short-stay of fend ers ar e housed at the Restitution Center,
which serves as an annex of the Washington County Jail. The total
number of inmates in FY81-82 was 96. During 1983-85, offenders
sentenced to weekends in jail will fill
vacant beds on a
space-ava ilable basis.
The Advisory Board and the Board of
County Commissioners will also consider housing women inmates at
the Center. Center s taff are r es ponsible fo r
th e probation
super vi sio n of resid e nts.
Ed ucation and job pla c eme n t progr a ms
are also available.
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REVENUE
Community Corrections in Washington County receives revenue from
four State grant sources.
The Enhancement Grant has already been
described.
Grant money for field services is based on the number
of
offenders
in each
of
four
crime
classes
ranking
the
seriousness of the committed offense.
Additional mental health
and corrections funding is provided according to the amounts of
the Enhancement and Field Services grants.
As mentioned earlier,
the Legislature designates a specific amount for the operation of
residence facilities.
This is a fixed amount for each county,
amounting to $325,000 per biennium.
Revenue is al so derived from probation, room and boa rd fees,
and res ti tut ion _from those in work release programs.
Fees and
charges amount to approximately $80 ,000 in revenue per year.
Additional revenue is derived from the General Fund.
Total
revenue for
FY81-82 was $1,195,302. Grants
totaled
$962,764: $502,000 derived from Section 14-1, $112,000 from
Section 14-3 of the Community Corrections Act; $148,000 derived
from the State for Field Service Operations and $161,000 for the
Field Service Unit; and $39,764 for mental health and corrections
activities.
Revenue from fees and charges amounted to $131,466,
and from the General Fund, $101,072.

SERVICE DELIVERY DISTRIBUTION
The best available data provided by Community Corrections were
the number of supervised offenders and their locations, including
those in the Restitution Center, during one day in 1981-82. The
locations were identified as Incorporated, Suburban, or Rural and
the
population
distributed
accordingly.
A total
of
1001
off enders were included in the analysis; 121 per sons who were
from out of state, out of county, pending transfers, absconders,
and
jail
inmates were excluded.
The distribution was 825
offenders located in the Incorporated Area (82.4%), 158 in the
Suburban Area (15.8%), and 18 in the Rural Area (1.8%).

-

109 -

EXPENDITURES
Expenditures for Community Corrections activities were allocated
to the three geographic areas of the County using the service
delivery distribution.
The Incorporated Area received $984,929
for Community Corrections in FY81-82, the Suburban Area $188,858,
and the Rural Area $21,515.

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated Area expended $464,098 more than it generated in
revenue for Community Corrections ac tivities.
The Suburban Area
differential is -365,816, indicating that it generated more in
revenue
than
it
received
in
services.
The
Rural
Area
differential is also negative (-$98, 28 2).
TABLE 43
COMMUNITY CORRRECTIONS EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCO RPORAT ED
REVENUE 81- 82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

= ======= ======= === =============== == = = ==== ======= ===== ====== =~===== ====

GENERAL FUND
FF.:ES & CHARGES
GRA NTS
OTHER SOURCES
TOTA L
REVENUES

101,072
131,466
96 2, 764

43,764
108' 328
36 8 '7 39

47,706
20 '77 2
486,196

9,602
2' 366
107,830

1,195,302

5 20' 8 31

554,673

119,798

================================================= == ===================
TOTAL
EXP END I TU RES

1,195,302

9 8 4, 9 29

188,858

21,515

===== ==== ==== ======== === ======= ===== ======== ==== ===== ====== ===== ===== =
EXPENDI'rUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

464,098

(365,816)

( 9 8 ' 28 2 )

4. 35
0. 14

-3. 29
- 0.11

-3. 54
-0. 17

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES

Services provided by the Washington County Department of Public
Safety include police services, corrections, emergency planning,
and administrative and support activities.
The largest program
area is Police Services, which is discussed in a separate
chapter.
This chapter will be divided
into
two sections,
Corrections and Services and Administration, as the function of
Corrections differs greatly from other department activities.

SERVICES AND ADMINISTRATION

ADMINISTRATION DIVISION
Administrative support and community education are provided by
the Administration Division. Through the Community Education
prog ram the Division provides crime prevention, bicycl e saf e ty,
traffic safety, and community public safety education programs.
Educational programs are available through community schools and
special d emonstrations.
The total budget in FY 81-82 for the
Administration
Division
was
$708,505.
Funding
is
derived
primarily from the General Fund and fe e s for service.

SERVICES DIVISION
The Services Division contains five program are a s: warrants,
Emergency Planning, Civil Enforcement, Records, and Scientific
Inves tig a tion s . County fugi t ive a nd tr affic warrants ar e served,
tr a nsported, and book e d by the War ran ts section, which a lso
coordinates
out-of-state
e xtraditions.
In
FY 8 1-82,
2,571
warr a nts
we r e
booked,
90 4
serve d,
and
there
were
69
e xt raditio n s .
Th is sec tion i s fund e d e ntir e ly by th e Ge n e ral
Fund.
Emergen c y Pla nn i ng sta f f are respo n s ibl e for t h e d e v elopme n t of
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countywide community disaster and emergency preparedness planning
and coordination activities.
The program recruits and trains
volunteers
to
assist
with
these
activities,
and
provides
community education in self-survival through public appearances
and informational pamphlets.
In addition, staff and volunteers
conduct search and rescue missions, and take part in simulated
disasters.
At the end of Calendar Year 198 2 Emergency Services
was added to the Administration Division. The Federal government
provides
funding
for
these
mandated
services
through
reimbursements.
Additional funding is derived from the General
Fund.
Service,
booking,
and
filing
of
County civil
processes,
enforcement of court orders, garnishments, and public auctions of
property and abandoned vehicles are carried out by the Civil
Enforcement program.
In FY81-82, 11,899 papers were booked,
9,695 s e rved, and 8,635 attempted.
This section is funded
through the General Fund and fees and charges.
Records of er imi nal and non-er irn i na 1 cases generated by the
Operations and Corrections Division are processed and maintained
by the Records Section. Re quests from law enforcement agencies,
c ourts, and a ttorn e ys for copies of thes e rec o rds a re al so
hand 1 ed by th e section.
Reports proc e ssed in FY8 l-8 2 number e d
18,100. Funding for the Records section is derived primarily from
the General Fund, a small portion from user fees.
Scientific Investigation undertakes t he processing of evidence,
c lassification of fingerprints, crime sce n e photography, and
p r o vid e s expe rt t es timony conc e rning physic a l e vi d e nce in Count y
criminal cases.
In addition, the program is responsible for t h e
maintenance and control of lost and stolen property.
In FY81-82
program activities required 184 field hours and 90 8 photo lab
hours; in that year, 6829 finger prints were pro cessed.
The
activities of this section ar e fund ed prirna rly by the Ge neral
F und a nd ap p licabl e user f ees.

RE VENUE
The tota l r e v e nu e fo r Ser v i c e s a n d Ad mi nist rat ion i n FY81-82 was
$665, 315. Grants accounted for $ 34, 396, fees and charges f o r
$175,809, and the Ge neral Fund for the l a rgest p orti o n, 8455,11 0 .
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DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE DELIVERY
As
Public
Safety administration
and
services
are provided
countywide, the distribution of service delivery was based on
population percentages
in Incorporated,
Suburban, and Rural
Areas: Incorporated 43.4 percent, Suburban 45.3 percent, and
Rural 11.3 percent.

EXPENDITURES
Total expenditures for Services and Administration in FY8 1-8 2
were $665, 315. Based on the service delivery distribution the
Incorporated Ar e a received $288,747 (43.4 %), the Suburban Area
$301 388 (45.3%), and the Rural $75,181 (11.3 %).

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Suburban Area differential is -$10,436, indicating that it
produced more in revenue than it received in services.
The
Incorporated Area received $2,209 more than it generated in
revenu e , the Rural Area $8,2 26.
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TABLE 44
ADMINISTRATION AND SERVICES EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

455,110
175,809
34 I 39 6

197,063
7 6 I 301
13,174

214,812
79,641
17 I 37 0

4 3, 235
19,866
3, 85 2

TOTAL
REVENUES

665,315

28 6 I 5 37

311,823

66,954

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

665,315

======================================================================
28 8 I 7 4 7

301, 38 8

7 5 I 181

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

2, 209

(10,436)

8 I 226

0.02
0.00

-0.09
-0.00

0. 30
0.01

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

CORRECTIONS
The Corrections Division operates the Washington County Jail,
providing care for
its inmates.
Services provided for
the
inmates include, food, clothing, health, recreation, counseling,
transportation, and security for court appearances.
Statistics
for FY81-82 are 6,860 total bookings, 49,574 man-days served, and
148,722 meals served.
Of the total bookings, 3538 (51.6%) were
by County law enforcement and courts, although court bookings may
involve persons cited by other agencies and by Tualatin, Durham,
and King City. City and State bookings accounted for 48.4 percent
of the total.
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REVENUE
Total revenue for FY81-82 was $1,633,673. Of this, $1,572,992 was
derived
from
the
General
Fund,
$60,681
from
Federal
reimbursements.

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE DELIVERY
Services provided by the Corrections Division were distributed to
the three geographic areas of the County based on a tabulation of
the number of j a i 1 inmates and their arresting agencies for the
period January 30 to February 20, 1984, a total of 219 persons.
The arresting agencies were then grouped according to location.
The result, Incorporated 73 persons (33.4%), Unincorporated 84
per sons
( 38. 3%) ,
and other non-county or court 6 2 per sons
( 28 . 3%) .

EXPENDITURES
In FY81-82 total expenditures for the Corrections Division wer e
$1,633,673.
Expenditures
were
al locat ed
using
the
ser v i ce
delivery distribution: Incorporated $759,658, Suburban $712,281,
and Rural $161,734.

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Suburban Area generated $60,815 more in revenue than it
received in ex penditures.
The Incorporated Area received $55,312
•nore in s ervices th a n it produced in rev e nu e , th e Rura l $5,503.
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TABLE 45
CORRECTIONS DIVISION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

=============== =======================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

1,572,992

681,106

742,452

149' 434

60,681

23' 241

30,644

6,796

TOTAL
REVENUES

1,633,673

70 4' 346

773,096

156' 231

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

1,633,673

======================================================================
759,658

712' 281

161,734

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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55,312

(60,815)

5,503

0o52
0. 0 2

-0.55
-0.02

0 ....
0.01

Chapter HJ
ADMINISTRATIVE AND CENTRAL SERVICES

The general
administrative
function
in
the
County
is
the
responsibility of the Board of County Commissioners and the
County Administrator, who also heads the Administrative Office.
There are a number of central administrative functions which
support the administrators and do not generally provide direct
services
to
the
public:
Finance,
Data
Processing,
Word
Processing, Personnel, County Counsel , County Auditor, Cen tr a 1
Services, and Property Maintenance. The services provided by
these departments to County residents are not delivered in a
geographically
distinguishable manner.
These
services
were
allocated to three Areas of the County using the distribution of
aggregate General Fund expenditures made by all non-central
services.
These service areas expended a total of $22,423,714
for the provision of various Genera 1 Fund supported services,
distributed as follows: Incorporated Area, 44.8 percent of the
total;
Suburban
i\rea,
44.3 percent;
and
Rural
Area,
10.9
percent.
These allocations were used for total expenditures made
by all of these services.

CENTRAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE SUMMARY

Central
and Administrative Services expended
$4,339,409
for
service
provision
in
FY
81-82.
Analysis
of
the
expenditure-revenue differential for all services shows that the
total
differential
(i.e.
total
Suburban
Area
differential
-$124,995) amounts to only 2.8 percent of the total service
expenditures.
The Incorporated Area (+54,113 or 1.2 % of total)
and the Rural Area (+$69,461 or 1.6 % of total) both generated
less revenue for Centra 1 and Adm in is tra ti ve Services than they
received in service expenditures.
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TABLE 46
SUMMARY OF THE EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL FOR CENTRAL AND
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

DIFFERENTIAL

EXPENDITURE- REVENUE
SERVICE
PROVIDED

INCORPORATED
AREA

SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

===========================~=============~=========================

.:\DMINISTRATION
PERSONNEL
COUNTY COUNSEL
COUNTY AUDITOR
FINANCE
DATA PROCESSING
WORD PROCESSING
CENTRAL SERVICE
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE
COURT HOUSE BONDS

11,809
2,674
3,544
1, 17 2
10,467
7,504
974
5 I 296
12,511
( 1, 8 38)

(22,831)
(4,503)
(6,646)
(2,266)
(19,695)
( 13 I 371)
(1,809)
(10,122)
(37,318)
( 6, 4 34)

11,022
1, 8 29
1, 681
1,094
9 I 228
5,867
8 35
4 I 8 26
24,807
8, 27 2

=====~=============================================================

TOTAL
DIFFBRENTIAL

54,113

( 124, 9 9 5)

69,461

0.51
0.02

-1.12
-0.04

2.50
0.12

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESED VALUE

This table shows an apparent shift in expenditures from their
geographic revenue sources in the Incorporated and Rural Areas of
the County. The Rural Area benefits most from this shift, as
shown by a positive di f ferential of $2.50 per capita.
The
Inc orporated Area dif fe rential
is
the sma llest,
+$0.51 pe r
capita.
This indicates that the shift of resources between
Incorporated and Unincorporated Areas of the County is very
small.
The net Unincorporated Area differential is $54,113. This
differential is 1.6 percent of the the total expenditures fOr
Ce ntral and Administrative Services in FY 81-82.
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATION

The revenues and expenditures examined in this section are
dominated by those made in support of the Board of County
Commissioners and the County Administrative Office. This section
also inc 1 udes a number of general nondepartmental expenditures
from Account #5200 (e.g. insurance, bonds, memberships in various
organizations).

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
The County Board of Commissioners consists of an elected Chair
and four elected Co@nissioners responsible for the formulation of
County policy, the a doption of all County legislative actions,
and oversight of County policy and operations.
The Board
appoints
the
County
Administrator,
who
is
responsible
for
insuring that their decisions are implemented.
The Board is also
the Board of Di rec tors for the Unified Sewer a ge Agency (USA) ,
County Service District #1 (Street Lighting), Area Agency on
Aging,
and
Rat
and
Mosquito
Control
District
(currently
nonfunction al ).
According to the County Administrator's Office,
the Board spends approximately 93 percent of its time on general
County business, another 5 percent on the business of USA, and 1
percent to the business of each of the remaining two Boards. The
services provided by the Board are funded entirely by the General
Fund. The County is reimbursed fo r Board expe nses while its
member s are se rving a s directors of othe r ag encie s.
The tota l
expenditure by th e Board fo r all operations in FY 1981-82 was
$114,589.

COUN TY ADMINISTRATIVE OF FICE
The Administrative Office is headed by the County Administrator
and is responsible fo r carrying out the ge neral County managem e nt
functions delegated to the Administr ato r by the Board. Th is
in clude s the coordination of most of the County's act ivi ti e s.
The Co unt y Admi ni str a tor is also r e sponsible f o r th e ap p o in tme nt,
s upe rvision, a nd disc ipline of all d e partment heads subject to
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the approval by the Board. The Administrative Office prepares the
annual budget and undertakes management analyses and long term
financial planning for the County. In FY 81-82 the expenditures
by this office totaled $268,683.

NONDEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT #5200
This group of expenditures includes memberships and regional dues
for organizations such as the National Association of Counties,
Association of Oregon Counties, METRO, and the Metropolitan
Portland Local Government Boundary Commission. Also included are
services such as Washington County Community Action and the
Battered
Women
Shelter.
These
nondepartme ntal
expenditures
totaled $403,997 in FY 82-81.

ADMINISTRATION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DI FFERENTIAL
The County Administration expenditure-revenue differential is
computed in the table below.
Looking at the differential in
terms of an Incorporated/Unincorporated split, the Incorporated
Area gen e rat es $11,809 less in revenue than it rec e ives in
administrative expenditures.
When the differ e nti a l is ex a mined
in light of the Incorporated, Suburban, and Rural division, a
slightly different picture emerges.
The Suburban Area has a
larger negative differential (-$22,831), and the Rural Area has a
positive
differential
(+$11,022).
The
magnitude
of
th e se
differentials is relatively small whe n th e y are c al cul a ted o n a
per capita b as is.
The Inc o rpor a ted Area dif fe rential is +$ .011
pe r capita, the Suburba n Area -$0. 21 pe r c ap ita, a nd the Rural
Area +$0.40.

- 12 0 -

TABLE 47
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

787' 269

340,887

371,591

74,791

TOTAL
REVENUES

787,269

340,887

371,591

74,791

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

7 8 7' 269

======================================================================
352,697

348 '760

85,812

======================================================================
REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $10 00
ASSESSED VALUE

11,809

(22,831)

11,0 22

0.11
0 .00

-0. 21
-0.01

0.40
0.02

All Ce ntral and Administrative Se rvices h av e a simil ar
expenditure-revenue differential.
Incorporated and Rural
Areas generate slightly less revenue for Central and
Administrative Services than the y receive in expenditur es
for these services.

COUNTY COUNSEL

The County Counsel h eads the department that provides lega l
se rvices to al l of Coun ty departme n ts , and is responsibl e to the
Board
of
County
Commissioners.
The
County
Counsel
works
cooperatively with the County Administrator in prov iding l egal
advice t o County departments.
The County Counsel also drafts
legal docume nts andprovid e s legal services for USA . When the Road
Fund , Dog Co ntr o l Fund, other special fund se rvices, or USA
req uir e l e g a 1 assistanc e from th e Co unty Coun sel , they pr o vide
re imbur seme nts for the e xpe ns e s r e lated to t h ese ser vices .
Thes e
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expense reimbursements are the only non-general fund revenues
received by this department.
Total expenditures in FY 81-82 were
$237,045.

THE COUNTY COUNSEL EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The expenditure-revenue differential for the Incorporated Area is
+$3,544. The Incorporated Area generates $3,544 less in revenues
than it receives in service expenditures.
The Suburban Area has
a negative differential of $6,646, while the Rural Area has a
positive differential of $1,681. That is, the Suburban Area
provided more in revenue than it received in expenditures for
services.
TABLE 48
COUNTY COUNSEL EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

225,054

97,448

106' 226

21, 38 0

11,991

5' 204

5,432

1, 355

TOTAL
REVENUES

237,045

102,652

111,657

22' 7 35

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

237,045

106' 196

105,011

24 '416

======================================================================
REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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3,544

(6,646)

1, 681

0.03
0.00

-0.06
-0.00

0.06
0.00

FINANCE
Finance services include those provided by the Administration,
Treasury and Accounting Programs of the Finance Division of the
Finance and Administration Department. Total expenditures for the
Finance Division in FY 81-82 were $522,878. Other Finance and
Administration divisions responsible for word processing , data
processing, centr a 1 services, and property maintenance wi 11 be
discussed l a ter in this chapter.

ADMINISTRATION
The Administration Program of the Finance Division is responsible
for internal department administration.
It oversees financial
services provided to general fund departments in the County and
to special fund services such as Roads, Dog Control, and the
Cooperative
Library
System.
In
FY
81-82
the
Finance
a nd
Administrati o n Department received a tot a l of $36,804 in expe nse
reimbursements for services provided by this divisi o n.
($14,160
from USA, $20,592 from the Road Fund, and $2, 0 52 from the Dog
Control Fund.)

'I'REASURY
The Tr e asury Pro g r a m of th e Fin anc e Division is responsi b l e f or
investing and man ag ing the County's cash fl o w.
Th e Pr og ram
inv ests
pr ope rty
taxes
a nd
oth e r
re venues
in
s hort
te rm
inv estments to maxim i ze Co unty re v e nu es .
Inte r est ea rn ed on
investments is the second largest source of revenue for the
General Fund. Property ta x revenues collected for all ta x ing
jurisdictions in Washington Co unty are held for sh o rt periods of
time b y the Co unty. They are dis b u rs ed t o these jurisdictions in
lump s um p ayme nts.
The Co unty k eep s all the in te res t e a rn ed o n
pr ope r t y
t ax
mon ey
c o 1 1 e c t ed
fo r
ot h e r
j u r i s d i c t i on s •
A
Multn oma h Co unty Cir c uit Cou rt d ec i s i on regarding such in ter e s t
is currently under appeal.
If this d eci sion is upheld, th e
County would be required t o give eac h jurisdicti o n the inter es t
earned on pr ope rty taxes collected for eac h.
The property t axe s
repr ese nt th e l arges t blo ck of money invested by th e Tre asur y
p r ogram.
Th e Tr ea s ury runs a loc al in ve stme nt p ool for t h e
County and ot her co u n ty jurisdi c t ion s .
Thi s
i nv estme nt poo l
al l ows other jurisdict i ons to benefit f rom the use of cash f l o w

-

123 -

management techniques.
In FY 81-82 the local jurisdictions using
this investment pool included many of the school districts, the
Tualatin Hills Parks and Recreation District, the Tigard Water
District, The Metzger Water District, and USA. The Treasury also
handles a number of trust funds for
the County and other
jurisdictions.

ACCOUNTING
The Accounting Program of the Finance Division is responsible for
all County general accounting functions, i.e., payroll, accounts
receivable and payable, and budgetary reporting for all general
and special fund supported services.
Co~~unity Development, the
Road Fund, Dog Coritrol Fund, Street Lighting District, and
Cooperative Library System reimburse the General Fund for part of
the costs of providing these services.

INTEREST, ACCOUNT # 5200
Finance Division expenditures for FY 81-82 totaled $522,878. For
the purpose of this analysis, the cost of short term borrowing to
fund County op er at ions from the beginning of the Fis ca 1 Year
until the first major disbursement of property tax revenues is
included in the expenditures for financial services.
In FY 81-82
these expenditures for short term interest tot a led $17 7, 0 5 2 (a
nondepartmental expenditure in the # 5200 account).
The addition
of
this
nondepartmental
expenditure
increases
the
total
expenditure for financial services in FY 81-82 to $699,930.

THE FINANCE DIVISION EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Financ e Division expe nditure-r e venue di f ferenti a l for the
Incorporated Area is positive (+$10,467). The Incorporated Area
generated $10, 467 less in revenue than it received in service
expenditures.
The Suburban Area differential is negative and
totals -$19,695, while the Rural Ar e a diff e rential is positive
and totals $9,228. That is, the Suburban Area g e n e rated more
r e v e nue th an it r e c e ived in s e rvice ex p e nditur e s.
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TABLE 49
EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL FOR THE FINANCE DIVISION

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

668,198

289,330

315,389

63,479

31,732

13,772

14 f 37 5

3,586

TOTZ\L

699,930

303,101

3 29 f 76 4

6 7 f 06 5

REVENUES

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

699,930

313,569

310,069

76

f

29 2

======================================================================
EXPENDITUREREVENUE
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

10,467

(19,695)

0 .10
0.00

-0. 18
-0.01

DATA PROCESSING
The Data Processing Division of th e Finance and Administration
Department is responsible for the operation, coordination, and
programming of the County computer system.
This system is
primarily used to ma nag e the tax assessment data base and to
provide a n a ccounting a nd budget manag e me nt system.
The Da ta
Processing Division also provides training for in-house users of
the system a nd programing support for the developme nt of new or
improved pro g ram s for in-house use.
The ma jor outsid e u se rs of
the data processing system are title companies in Washington
Co unty. Each company rents a t erm i n a 1 to provide acces s to Tax
Asse ss or
r eco rd s
ma int a in e d
in
the
comput e r.
Se v e n
title
companies paid $40,000 in access fees and terminal rental charges
in FY 81-8 2, about two-third s of the total data processing fees
co ll ec t ed by th e County. The r e maining fees we re c ollected f r om
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9

f

228

0. 33
0.02

other jurisdictions and private companies.
In addition,
reimbursed the County $1,068 for data processing services.

USA

The system of providing data processing services to the
County has undergone a recent change.
During FY 83-84, the
County decided to contract out the operation of its Data
Processsing services to a private firm.
The future effect
of this action on the expenditure-revenue differential is
unknown.
However, it is unlikely that this action will
result in a dramatic shift.

THE DATA PROCESSING EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Data Processing Division expenditure-revenue differential for
the Incorporated Area is positive (+$7,504). The Incorporated
area generated $7,504 less revenue than it received in service
expenditures for data processing.
The Suburban Area differential
is
negative
and
totals
-$13, 371,
while
the
Rural
Area
differential is positive and totals $5,867. The Suburban Area
generated more revenue for this service than it received in
expenditures.
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TABLE 50
DATA PROCESSING EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

INCORPORATED
TOTAL
AREA
REVENUE 81-82

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

438,085
66,653

189,691
28 '9 27

206,776
30' 19 4

41, 618
7,532

TOTAL
REVENUES

5 0 4 '7 38

218,618

236,970

4 9' 15 0

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

504,738

226,123

223,599

55,016

=================================:=======~=====~======================

REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

7,504

( 13' 371)

5,867

0.07
0.00

-0.12
-0.00

0. 21
0.01

WORD PROCESSING
Th e Word Processing Division of t h e Financ e and Admini st ration
Department is responsible for the provision of centralized word
processing services to County departments.
The Road Fund, USA,
and other special fund services provide reimburseme nts for Word
Processing services provided to them.
USA provid ed the lar ges t
re imburseme nt
in
FY
81-82
($1 ·,94 0) .
The
word
Pro cessi ng
D ivision's three employ ee handled a to tal of 900 projects in FY
81-82. To tal e xpenditur es during FY 81-82 were $65 ,253.
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THE WORD PROCESSING EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

- -- --·- - -·- - - - -

-··- ··~-

-----------

The
Incorporated
Area
expenditure-revenue
differential
is
positive (+$974). The Incorporated generated $974 less in revenue
than it received in in service expenditures.
The Suburban Area
Differential is negative and larger (-$1,809) the Incorporated
differential.
The Rural Area differential is positive and total
$ 8 35. The Suburban Area generated more revenue for this service
than it received in expenditures.
TABLE 51
WORD PROCESSING EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
AREA
REVENUE 81-82

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
5,7r

GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

60,866

26, 35 5

28, 7 29

4, 387

1,904

1,987

496

TOTZ\L
REVENUES

6 5, 25 3

28, 259

30, 7 16

6, 278

======================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

6 5, 25 3

29, 2 3 3

28, 9 07

7,113

============================= === ====== === ====== == ======= ==== ======= ===
REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PERCAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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974

(1,809)

8 35

0.01
0.00

-0.02
-0.00

0.03
0.00

CENTRAL SERVICES

The Central Services Division of the Department of Finance and
Administration provides a variety of support services to other
County departments, including the operation of a mail room,
centralized purchasing, a central office supply storeroom, and
operation of a print shop.
Central purchasing services are
currently utilized only by County departments; there are no
cooperative
purchasing
agreements
with
other
jurisdictions.
Central Services receives small reimbursements for services and
materials from USA and other special fund services.
In FY 81-82,
total expenditures for Cental Services were $353,521.

CENTRAL SERVICE EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
The Incorporated Area differential is positive (+$5,296). The
Incorporat e d area generated +$ 5 ,296 less in revenue than it
received
in
central
service
expenditures.
Suburban
Area
differential is larger than that of the Incorporated Area. It is
n eg ative and amounts to -$10,122. The Rur a l Area differential is
positive and amounts to $4,826. rt received more expenditures for
this service than it generated in revenue.
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TABLE 52
CENTRAL SERVICES EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

346,648

150,099

163,618

32,932

6 f 87 3

2 f 98 3

3,113

777

TOTAL
REVENUES

353,521

153,081

166,731

33,708

TOTAL
EXPEND I TU RES

353,521

======================================================================
158,377

156,610

38 f 5 34

======================================================================

REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

5 f 296

(10,122)

4 f 8 26

0.05
0.00

-0.09
-0.00

0. 17
0.01

PROPERTY MAINTENANCE
The Property Maintenance Program of the Department of Finance and
Administration is responsible for the maintenance, repair, and
alteration of all County buildings.
This
Program
is also
responsible
the provision of
janitorial services
in County
buildings.
Jani tori al services were provided to 15 7, 108 square
feet of County buildings in FY 81-82. The building maintenance
portion of this program is responsible for structural, electrical
and mechan ica 1 maintenance.
The expenditures for this service
also include the total expenditures for telephone service for
General Fund services.
This program is also responsible for
internal moving of offices and equipment.
Total expenditures by
this program in FY 81-82 were $982,582. No capital expenditures
were included in this amount.
All expenditures for Miscellaneous
Alterations and Repairs (Account # 2000) are included in the

-

130 -

total expenditure for this service.
predominately capita 1 expenditures and
81-8 2.

These expenditures are
tot a 1 ed $ 14 3 , 6 9 5 i n FY

.

-PROPERTY
- ----- -- MAINTENANCE
- - -- --·-EXPENDITURE-REVENUE
--

DIFFERENTIAL

The Incorporated Area differential is positive ( + $12, 511) • The
Incorporated Area generated $12,511 less revenue than it received
in service expenditures.
The Suburban Area differential is
negative and totals -$ 37, 318. The Rural Area differential is
positive and totals +$24,807.
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TABLE 53
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FOND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

1,085,625

4 7 4 I 418

517 ,843

9 3 I 36 4

40,652

17 ,643

18,415

4,594

TOTAL
REVENUES

1, 126 I 27 7

492,061

5 36 I 258

97,957

========================================================;=============
TOTAL
EXPEND I ·ro RES

1, 126 I 27 7

504,572

498,941

122,764

======================================================================
REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

12,511

( 37 I 318)

24 I 8 07

0.12
0.00

-0. 34
-0.01

0.b_

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

PERSONNEL

The Personnel Department is responsible for all personnel related
matters in the County government, and provides staff support for
the Civil Service Commission. Personnel is also responsible for
coordination of collective bargaining in County government and
oversees the Equal Bmployment Opportunity and Affirmative Action
Programs.
In
addition,
it
is
responsible
for
recruiting,
screening, and testing prospective employees for the County, USA,
and Washington County Rural Fire District #1. In FY 81-82, this
department helped to fill 292 positions and processed over 7,000
employment applications.
USA, the Road Department, and Fire
District #1 reimburse the General Fund for this service.
In FY
81-8 2, the Personnel Department had 5 employees, and expended a
total of $180,858.
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0.04

PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
------- -- - ---------- --- - ·- - ------ -----·-- -------- - - - - - - - The Incorporated Area differential is positive (+$2,674). The
Suburban Area differential is negative and totals -$4,503. The
Rural Area differential
is positive and totals $1,829.
The
Suburban Area generated more revenue than it received in service
expenditures.

TABLE 54
PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

==============================~===========================~===========

GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

141,814

61,406

6 6 '9 36

13,472

39 '04 4

16,945

17,687

4,412

TOTZ\L

180,858

7 8, 351

84,623

17,884

REVENUES
==========================================~=:=========================

·roTAL
EXPENDITURES

180,858

81, 0 24

8 0' 120

19,714

= ===== ==== ==== ==== ====== ==== ==== == === === == ===~= ==== ====== ~= = == ====== ==

REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

t>ER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESS ED VALUE

-

1 33 -

2,674

(4,503)

1, 8 29

0.03
0.00

-0.04
-0.00

0.07
0.00

COUNTY AODITOR

The County Auditor is one of the few elected department heads in
the County government.
Under the Washington County Charter, the
County Auditor is charged with the responsibility of performing
independent
internal
assess;nents
of
the
effectiveness
and
efficiency of County offices.
The Auditor does not have the
authority to compel department or program changes.
Such changes
are the responsibility of the Board of Commissioners.
For example, in FY 81-82 the Auditor conducted an assessment
of the Public Health Department and recommended and number
of changes in its operations.
These recommended changes
were presented to the Board of Commissioners for further
action.
Many of these proposed changes represent
modifications of current County policy.
Such policy
decisions are the responsibility of the Board.
In FY 81-82, the
expended $78,148.

Auditor's

Department

had

two

employees,

and

AUDITOR EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

- -- - -·--·-·-·-------- - · - · · - · · - - · - - - - - - - - - -

The Incorporated Area differential is positive (+$1.172). The
Incorporated Area generated $1,172 less revenue than it received
in expenditures for Auditors services.
The Suburban Area has a
larger differential.
It is negative and totals -$2,266. The
Rural Area differential is positive and totals $1,094.
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TABLE 55
COUNTY AUDITOR EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
GENERAL FUND
FEES & CHARGES
GRANTS
OTHER SOURCES

78,148

3 3' 8 38

36,886

7 '4 24

TOTAL
REVENUES

78,148

3 3' 8 38

36,886

7' 4 24

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

78,148

======================================================================
35,010

34 '6 20

8,518

======================================================================
REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

1, 17 2

( 2' 26 6)

1,094

0.01
0.00

-0.02
-0.00

0.04
0.00

COURTHOUSE IMPROVEMENT BONDS SINKING FUND
Courthouse Improvement Bonds Sinking Fund expenditures are for
retiring general obligation bonds sold to finance improvements to
the County Courthouse complex.
These expenditures are financed
by the County property tax.
Howeve r, the total expenditures in
FY 81-82 exceeded total revenues in this fund by $7,826. This
defi ci t wa s the result of an incr ea se in the a mo unt of delinquent
prope rty t axes .
The deficit will be made up in the future eithe r
through
increased
property
tax
collections
or
higher-than-expected payments of delinquent property taxes by
currently delinquent property own er s.
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COURTHOUSE BOND FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
Both the Incorporated Area differential and the Suburban Area
differential are negative.
The Incorporated Area is the smaller
of the two and totals -$1, 8 38. The Suburban Area differential
totals -$6,434. The Rural Area differential is positive and
totals $8, 27 2.

TABLE 56
COURTHOUSE BOND FUND EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL

REVENUE
SOURCES

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
REVENUE 81-82
AREA

SUBURBAN AREA

RURAL AREA

======================================================================
TAX LEVY
INTEREST
CASH
OTHER SOURCES

260, 318
3,043
35, 18 3
7, 8 26

118,184
1, 38 2
15, 9 7 3
3, 55 3

120,788
1, 412
16, 3 25
3, 6 31

21, 34 6
25 0
2,885
64 2

TOTAL
REVENUES

306,370

139,092

142,156

25 t 1

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

306 t 370

======================================================================
137,254

135,722

3 3 t 39 4

======================================================================
REVENUEBENEFIT
DIFFERENTIAL

0

(1,838)

(6,434)

8 t 27 2

-0.02
-0.00

-0. 06
-0.00

0. 30
0.01

PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE
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Chapter 11
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Before presenting the findings of this study, it is important to
review those factors which limit their interpretation.
This
study examines the data for FY 1981-82. Since that time there
have been a number of County organizational and program changes
which may have altered the direction and extent of su b sidies.
The same is true for programs funded with federal and state
grants.
Most importantly, the information reported here is valid
only for FY 1981-8 2, reflecting accurately and objectively the
relationship between revenues and expenditures for that year.
Since changes in revenues and expenditures will alter this
relat i onship, only a follow-up study could s ubstantiat e whether
it will continue in subsequent years.

TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY SERVICE AREA
Total Washington County expenditures for the study year were
$56,342,036. These expenditures were supported by many different
revenue sources, including a three y~ a r ave rage of the road
s erial levy reve nues, grants, f ees, charges, property taxes,
state and fe deral shar ed reve nues, and other r e venu e s rec e ived by
the County. Gener al Fund ex p endi t ures (not includ i ng the ro a d s ,
1 ibrary, sewer, and dog control special funds)
amounted to
$26,763,118
(47.5 percent of total expenditures).
Table 57
indicates the relative geographic share of tota l and gener al fund
expenditures.
Cl e arly, the bulk of t o tal expenditures (64.0 %)
wer e made in th e Unin c orpor a ted Ar e a, and most of this am o unt in
th e Subur ba n Ar ea . Tot a l County Gener al Fund servi c es appe ar to
r eflec t the di s t r ibut io ns o f incor por ated ve rs u s unincorpor at e d
population (45 % incorporated versus 55 % unincorporated).
The
differ e nce b etween these distributions re f lects the concentration
of spe cial fund expenditur es in the Unincor p orate d Ar ea . The
majority o f the s peci a l fun d expe nditur e s in the S ubur ba n Ar ea
wer e mad e for r oa ds a nd sewe r , and in th e Rur al ar ea for ro ads.
The aggr e g a t e se rvi c e expe nditu r e was ba l a n c e d b e twee n S ub ur b a n

-
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and Urban Areas.
In the Rural Area,
the aggregate service
expenditure
(with
the
exception
of
roads)
is
relatively
proportional to County population, but the mixture of services
delivered is different than in the other areas.
The magnitude of
service expenditures in the Rural Area is considerably smaller
than those in the other two areas.

- 138 -

TABLE 57

TOTAL

EXPENDITURE

FOR SERVICE

SERVICE

INCORPORATED
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES AREA

BY AREA OF

THE COUNTY

SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

==============~====================================================

GENERAL
PUBLIC SAFETY
OPERATIONS
DISPATCH
JAIL
SERVICES
COMMUNITY DEVEL
PLANNING
BUILDING
PARKS AND RECRE
MENTAL HEALTH
PUBLIC HEALTH
VETERANS SERVIC
AGING SERVICES
JUVENILE
DISTRICT ATTORN
TIGARD JUSTICE
LAW LIBRARY
JUVENILE SERVIC
COMMUNITY CORRE
ADMINISTRATION
COUNTY COUNSEL
FINANCE
PERSONNEL
DATA PROCESSING
WORD PROCESSING
CENTRAL SERVICE
PROPERTY MAINTE
COURT HOUSE BON
COUNTY AUDITOR
ASSESSMENT AND
ELEC TIONS
COUNTY SURVEYOR
COUNTY MUSEUM
COUNTY FAIR
AGRICULTURAL AC
S UBTOTAL

FUND

SERVICES

3,605,603
7 51, 6 29
1,633,673
665,315
1,967,990
1,087,996
39 5, 7 34
209, 169
2, 28 9, 812
2, 358, 134
20, 6 38
741,511
1,465,356
935,607
77,468
8 1, 0 25
49,822
1,195,302
787, 269
237,045
699,930
180,858
504,738
6 5, 25 3
353,521
1, 126, 277
306, 37 0
78,148
1,809,106
376, 132
207,333
55,962
24 3, 15 9
200,233

695,881
36 5, 29 2
759,658
28 8, 7 4 7
1,301,888
0
11,872
90,779
1, 254, 817
1,375,579
15, 8 91
381, 137
795,688
406,053
33,621
35, 16 5
27, 0 5 3
9 8 4, 9 29
35 2, 6 9 7
106, 196
313,569
81, 0 24
226,123
29, 2 3 3
158,377
504,572
35 , 010
137,254
785,152
16 3, 241
7 6, 091
24, 2 3 2
105,531
86,9 01

2,545,556
3 37, 4 81
712, 281
301, 388
5 37, 110
'7 35, 0 26
277, 014
94,754
854,100
716,085
3,158
27 0, 6 5 2
507,013
423,830
35, 09 3
36, 704
17 , 2 38
188,858
348,760
105,011
310,069
8 0, 120
223,599
28 , 9 07
156,610
498,941
34 , 6 20
135,722
819,525
170 ,388
116,936
25, 351
110,151
90,706

364, 166
48,856
161, 7 34
7 5, 181
128 , 9 9 2
352,970
106,848
2 3, 6 36
18 0, 8 9 5
266,469
1,589
89,723
162,655
105,724
8,754
9, 156
5,530
21,515
85,812
24, 416
76, 29 2
19, 714
55,016
7,113
38, 5 34
122,764
8, 518
3 3, 39 4
20 4, 4 29
42,503
14, 306
6, 324
27, 4 7 7
2 2, 6 26

26 ,763, 118

12,009,253

11 ,848,7 57

2 , 9 03,6 31
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TABLE 57 CONTINUED

SPECIAL

FUND

SERVICES

ROAD FUND
ROADS
6,042,650
SERIAL LEVY
6,608,883
SYSTEM DEVELO
6 7 3' 26 9
DOG CONTROL
38 2, 054
COOPERATIVE LIB
837 ,570
UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY
GENERAL FUND
9,168,198
M P CONST
3,200,609
M P BONDS
2' 34 6 '68 9
G 0 BONDS
318,996

226,036
971,506
0
264' 381
433,609

1, 4 7 6' 25 2
3,198,699
5 25 '8 2 3
68,006
359 ,602

3,849,591
1,234,369
1, 159' 26 4
107,544

5,318,607
1, 9 66' 24 0
1,187,425
211,452

SUBTOTAL

29,578,918

8,246,300

14,312,106

6,330,346

5 6' 34 2' 0 36

20' 25 5 '5 5 3

26' 16 0' 8 6 3

9,233,977

189.88
6.22

234. 9 3
7.88

332.43
15.67

3,650,196
2' 4 38 '67 8
147,446
49,667
44,359

===================================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES
PER CAPITA
PER $1000
ASSESED VALUE

County expenditures per capita for all services in the Urban
and Suburban areas of the County were $189.88 and $234.93
respectively, and for General Fund services $112.58 and $106.40
respectively.
Service expenditures
in the Rural Area were
$ 3 3 2. 4 3 · per capita for al 1 services; almost seventy percent of
this
amount was
for
roads,
and $104.53
for
General
Fund
services.
The expenditures necessary to maintain rural roads and
the repair of the roads at Hagg Lake clearly dominate the
services r ece ived by this population, particular ly during the
years of the serial levy.
In the first phase of this project a list of urban services was
identified:
General
Administration,
Police,
Community
Development, Library, Parks and Recreation, Streets, Sewers, and
Local Improv e ment Distri ct s. The relative distribution of the
urban services analyz ed in this report is indi cated in Table 58.
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TABLE 58
EXPENDITURES FOR URBAN SERVICES BY AREA OF THE COUNTY

SERVICE

TOTAL
INCORPORATED
EXPENDITURES
AREA

SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

==============================================================

PUBLIC SAFETY
OPERATIONS
3,605,603
DISPATCH
7 51, 6 29
LIBRARY
8 37 '5 7 0
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING
1,087,996
BUILDING
39 5 '7 34
BLOCK GRANTS
1,967,990
PARKS AND REC
209' 169

695,881
36 5' 29 2
433,609

2,545,556
337 ,481
35 9 '6 0 2

364,116
48,856
4 4' 35 9

0
11,872
1, 301, 88 8
90,779

7 35 '0 26
277,014
537,110
94,754

36. 0 3
1. 24

27. 18
0.89

43.88
1. 47

38. 50
1. 8 2

ROADS AND ROAD MAINTENANCE
ROAD DEPARTMENT 6,042,650
SERIAL LEVY
6,608,883
SYSTEM DEVELOP
673,269
SEWERS-USA TOTAL 15,034,492

226 '0 36
971,506
0
5,350,768

1, 4 7 6' 25 2
3,198,699
525,823
8 '6 8 3' 7 24

3,650,196
2' 4 38 '6 7 8
147,446
0

9,447,631

18,865,795

7,305,733

88.57
2.90

16 9. 4 2
5.68

26 3. 01
12. 4 0

352,970
106,484
128 '9 9 2
23,636 -

-------------------------------------------------------------8,856,691
1,069,413
SUBTOTAL
2,899,321
4,886,543
PER CAPITA
PER $1000 A.

v.

===============================================================
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

37,215,985

PER CAPITA
PER $1000 ASSESSED
VALUE

151. 40
5.19

Total expenditures for the services listed in this table are
not directly comparable to the results of the Phase I
Report, due to different methodologies used to estimate
total service expenditures.
The expenditures reported here
are for service areas similar to those reported in Phase I.
LID's and Street Lighting are not included in this report
because they are provided on a fee for service basis.
General Administration is not included in this table.
In
Phase I, this service was a residual of the expenditures for
administration made by general purpose governments.
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Expenditures for Urban Services in Washington County shown in
Table 58 accounted for 66. 1 percent ( 6 2. 5 percent if the Road
Serial Levy is excluded) of all County expenditures made during
FY 81-82. The data indicate a County policy commitment to provide
urban
services
to
its
residents.
These
expenditures
are
concentrated most heavily
in the Suburban
Area,
with
the
exception of the expenditures for roads.
This area is the
largest consumer of County urban service expenditures, receiving
more per capita
than average County expenditure
for
such
services.

REVENUES IN RELATION TO EXPENDITURES
The following discussion is predicated on the expenditure/revenue
differential calculated for each service and portrayed in Table
59. Two cautions are necessary.
One, differentials of less than
$100,000 are probably insignificant.
The margin of error may be
atleast this great, even though it cannot be calculated exactly.
Secondly, a sum total of all differentials is neither desirable
or valid because, as the table indicates, the direction of
differential
varies
by
service.
In
summing
the
total
differential these differences are diluted, and give a false
impression of the problem.
(Some of the service differentials
can be eliminated through local decisions; those funded by the
state or federal governments require state or federal action.
Further, some differentials are intentional and desireable, such
as those for health programs which benefit the economically
disadvantaged.)
Thus, unlike the Multnomah County Study, a grand
total
estimate of
the
Expenditure-Revenue Differential
for
Incorporated, Suburban and Rural Areas is not provided in this
report.
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TABLE 59

TOTAL EXPENDITURE-REVENUE
SERVICE
PROVIDED

DIFFERENTIAL
INCORPORATED
AREA

BY AREA OF THE COUNTY
SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

===================================================================
GENERAL
FUND
SERVICES
PUBLIC SAFETY
( 1, 0 4 5 , 26 8 )
OPERATIONS
1,012,175
DISPATCH
(25,188)
43,682
JAIL
55,312
(60,815)
2,209
SERVICES
(10,436)
( 4 5 6 , 7 25)
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
548, 148
PLANNING
(404, 301)
196,856
BUILDING INSPECTION
( 30 , 6 36)
17 , 33 3
PARKS AND RECREATION
( 3,974)
209
MENTAL HEALTH
36 5, 4 7 2
( 29 3, 198)
PUBLIC HEALTH
34 6, 9 8 3
(355,150)
VETERANS SERVICES
7, 167
(6,723)
AGING SERVICES
95,454
(102,700)
JUVENILE
151,220
(171,492)
DISTRICT ATTORNEY
( 22,964)
8,795
TIGARD JUSTICE COURT
03
LAW LIBRARY
0
JUVENILE SERVICE COMMISSION
7, 97 2
(7 ,922)
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS
464,098
( 36 5, 8 16)
ADMINISTRATION
11,809
( 22,831)
COUNTY COUNSEL
3,544
(6,646)
FINANCE
10,467
(19,695)
PERSONNEL
2,674
(4,503)
DATA PROCESSING
7,504
(13,371)
WORD RPOCESSING
974
(l,809)
CENTRAL SERVICES
5, 29 6
(10,122)
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE
12,511
(37,318)
COURT HOUSE BOND FUND
( 1, 8 38 )
( 6 , 4 34)
COUNTY AUDITOR
1, 17 2
( 2, 266)
ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION
1,133
( 21,519)
ELECT I ONS
(5, 42 3)
( 8 55)
COU NTY SURVEYOR
(14,986)
18, 238
COUNTY MUSEUM
(1,063)
56
COUNTY FAIR
( 226)
12
AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES
17 2
( 3, 27 2)
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3 3, 09 3
(18,494)
5,503
8, 226
(91,423)
207,446
13, 30 4
3,765
( 7 2, 27 5)
8, 168
(444)
7, 246
20, 27 2
14,169
0
03
( 50)
(98,282)
11,022
1, 681
9, 228
1, 8 29
5,867
8 35
4, 8 26
24, 8 0 7
8, 27 2
1,094
20 , 38 6
6, 368
( 3, 25 2 )
1,007
214
3,100

TABLE 59 CONTINUED
FUND
SPECIAL
SERVICES
ROAD FUND
ROADS
( 2,002,944)
( 1,647' 252)
SERIAL LEVY
132,178
( 2' 0 28 '9 27)
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT FUND
(113,782)
0
DOG CONTROL
(64,484)
8 6 '6 34
COOPERATIVE LIBRARY SERVICE
62,974
( 36 ' 30 0)
UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY
GENERAL FUND
( 5' 37 8)
5' 378
MASTER PLAN CONST
17,841
(17,841)
MASTER PLAN BOND
( 28' 19 6)
28 ' 19 6
GENERAL OBLIG BONDS
(5, 204)
5' 204

3,650,196
1,896,749
113, 78 2
(22,151)
( 26 '6 7 6)

Public Safety Dispatch, Jail and Other Services, Building
Inspection, Parks and Recreation, Veterans Services, District
Attorney, Tigard Justice Court, Law Library, Juvenile Service
Commission, Administration, County Counsel, Finance, Personnel,
Data and Word processing, Central Services, Property Maintenance,
Court House Bond, County Auditor,
Assessment and Taxation,
Elections,
County Surveyor,
Museum,
Fair,
and
Agricultural
Activities all seem to portray a balance between revenue and
expenditure sources, indicating a relative equity in the County's
funding of these services.
These services also tend to be
provided to all County residents and/or are primarily fee
supported.
Wider distribution of service delivery tends to
reduce
the magnitude
of differentials.
For
fee
supported
services, the differentials are small primarily because the
service delivery and the revenue sources coincide.
A few services appear to account for the major differentials
existing in the County's service program.
In particular, Public
Safety Operations, Planning, and Roads differenti a ls indicate
subsidies from the cities to the unincorporated areas of the
County, principally suburban.
On the other hand, Community
Development, Health Services, Juvenile Services, and Community
Corrections differentials indicate subsidies from the Suburban
Area to other areas of the County, principally urban.
These
services are funded primarily by sta te and fe deral revenues.
The
e xisting susidi e s are, primarily, a result of decisions mad e at
the state and/or federal levels to provide services to target
populations or
limited geographic areas.
Redistribution of
income resulting from these decisions is intentional and beyond
the ability of the County to change.
The l a rger differenti a ls for these s e rvices a r e prima rily
associated with the differences in the locations o f populations
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served
by
programs,
and
the
location
of
revenue
sources
supporting the programs.
These differences may be the result of
jurisdictional boundaries, as in the case of Sheriff's Operations
and Planning. They may also be the result of public policy
choices made at the Federal and State level to benefit particular
populations, as in the case of Community Development, Aging,
Public Health, and Mental Health.
TABLE 60

SERVICE AREAS

WITH MAJOR

EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIALS

SERVICE
PROVIDED

INCORPORATED
AREA

GENERAL
PUBLIC SAFETY
OPERATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING
MENTAL HEALTH
PUBLIC HEALTH
AGING SERVICES
JUVENILE
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

FUND

SPECIAL
ROAD FUND
ROADS
SERIAL LEVY AVERAGE

FUND

SUBURBAN
AREA

RURAL
AREA

===================================================================
( 1 ' 0 4 5 ' 26 8 )
548,148
(404,301)
36 5' 4 7 2
346,983
95,454
151, 220
464,098

(2,002,944)
( 2' 0 28 '9 27)

SERVICES
1,012,175
( 4 5 6 '7 25)
196,856
( 29 3' 19 8)
(355,150)
(102,700)
(171,492)
(365,816)

3 3' 09 3
(91,423)
207,446
( 7 2' 27 5)
8 '168
7' 246
20' 27 2
( 9 8' 28 2)

SERVICES
(1,647,252)
132,178

3,650,196
1,896,749

INCORPORATED VERSUS UNINCORPORATED DIFFERENTIAL
If the two unincorporated areas a re c ombined, the pattern of
differentials
is a s
indi c at ed in Ta bl e
61.
No s ignific a nt
differences in the pattern from that of the preceeding analysis
can be obs e rved.
However, th e total differential flowin g from
the inco rpor at ed t o un i nc or por a t ed ar ea i s indi c ated i n t h e pe r
capita and per $1000 assessed value figures.
The differential is
approximately $30 per capita a nd $ 1 per $1000 a s ses s ed value .
These am oun t s shou ld n ot b e int e rp re t ed as b ased on th e property
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tax, as they are produced by several different revenue sources.
Table 61 also indicates the percentages of total expenditures
represented by the existing differentials.
With some exceptions,
the differentials
identified constitute less than ten
(10)
percent of expenditures for each program area.
This confirms the
observation made earlier that differentials of less than $100,000
are probably not significant. With two exceptions, services with
differentials of less than ten percent of expenditures are also
subject to
the margin of error.
The exceptions,
Juvenile
Services
Commission
and
Veterans
Services,
have
small
differentials intentionally produced by the funding sources for
these programs.
The total expenditures for both programs are
under $75,000.
Those services with differentials above ten ( 10) percent of
total expenditures also represent significant number of all
differentials.
Percentages
reported
indicate
the
relative
subsidy produced by the delivery of these programs to each
service recipient area.
In other words, approximately 27 percent
of
the
Community
Development
effort
is
paid
for
by
non-recipients.
Similarly, approximately 30 percent of Sheriff's
Operations is paid for by non-recipients.
These
data also
indicate the extent of subsidization, but do not indicate whether
these subsidies are equitable or inequitable, nor why they
exist.
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TABLE 61

TOTAL EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
IN THE INCORPORATED AND
UNINCORPORATED AREAS AND THE DIFFERENTIAL AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL
EXPENDITURE
FOR EACH
SERVICE
SERVICE
PROVIDED

INCORPORATED UNINCORPORATED DIFFERENTIAL
AREA
AREA
AS A PERCENT OF
TOTAL SERVICE
EXPENDITURE

=============================================~=====================

GENERAL
FUND
SERVICES
PUBLIC SAFETY
OPERATIONS
1, 04 5' 26 8
( 1 ' 0 4 5 ' 26 8 )
DISPATCH
43,682
(43,682)
JAIL
55,312
(55,312)
SERVICES
2,209
(2,209)
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
548,148
(548,148)
PLANNING
( 4 0 4' 3'01)
404,301
BUILDING INSPECTION
(30,636)
30' 6 36
PARKS AND RECREATION
( 209)
209
MENTAL HEALTH
(365,472)
36 5' 4 7 2
PUBLIC HEALTH
346,983
(346,983)
VETERANS SERVICES
(7,167)
7' 167
AGING SERVICES
95,454
(95,454)
JUVENILE
151, 220
(151,220)
DISTRICT ATTORNEY
8,795
(8,795)
TIGARD JUSTICE COURT
0
0
LAW LIBRARY
0
0
JUVENILE SERVICE COMMISSION
(7,972)
7 '97 2
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS
464,098
(464,098)
ADMINISTRATION
11,809
(11,809)
COUNTY COUNSEL
3,544
(3,544)
FINANCE
10,467
(10,467)
PERSONNEL
2,674
( 2,674)
DATA PROCESSING
7,504
(7,504)
WORD PROCESSING
974
(974)
CENTRAL SERVICES
( 5' 29 6)
5' 29 6
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE
12,511
(12,511)
COURT HOUSE BOND FUND
( 1, 8 38)
1, 8 38
COUNTY AUDITOR
1, 17 2
(1,172)
ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION
1,133
(1,133)
ELECTIONS
(5,423)
5' 4 23
COUNTY SURVEYOR
(14,986)
14 ,986
COUNTY MUSEUM
(56)
56
COUNTY FAIR
12
( 12)
AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES
17 2
( 17 2 )

-
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28. 99
5.81
3. 39
0.33
27. 8 5
37. 16
7.74
0.10
15.96
14. 71
34. 7 3
12. 87
10.32
0.94
0
0
16.00
38. 8 3
1. 50
1. 50
1. 50
1. 48
1. 49
1. 49
1. 50
1.11
0.60
1.50
0.06
1. 44
7.23
0.10
0
0.09

TABLE 61 CONTINUED
SPECIAL

FUND

ROAD FUND
ROADS
SERIAL LEVY
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT FUND
DOG CONTROL
COOPERATIVE LIBRARY SERVICE
UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY

SERVICES
(2,002,944)
( 2, 0 28 , 9 27 )
0
8 6, 6 34
62,974
56,619

2,002,944
2, 0 28, 9 27
0
( 8 6, 6 34)
(62,974)
(56,619)

33.15
30.70
0.00
22.68
7.52
0. 38

WASHINGTON COUNTY COMPARISON WITH MULTNOMAH COUNTY
Since the impetus for this study was the original analysis of
Multnomah County's expenditure/revenue differential,
we have
provided a rough comparison with those findings.
It is only
rough because the methodology used in the Washington County
report
is
slightly
different.
Further,
the
program
classifications for Multnomah County were not consistent with
those for Washington County. Therefore, this comparison should be
treated as suggestive rather than definitive.
Table 62 divides the comparison into two program categories:
those funded primarily from local sources, and those from federal
or state sources.
In the latter case, the comparison shows an
almost indentical level of differential as percentage of total
expenditure,
with
the
exception
of
Aging
services.
This
exception is probably due to county demographics: Multnomah
County's eastern unincorporated area may have a larger number of
older individuals than does the unincorporated area in Washington
County.
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TABLE 62

COMPARABLE

SERVICE EXPENDITURE-REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL
WASHINGTON AND MULTNOMAH COUNTIES

SERVICE
PROVIDED

FY 81-82 FOR

DIFFERENTIAL AS PERCENT OF
TOTAL SERVICE EXPENDITURE
BY COUNTY

===================================================================
WASHINGTON
COUNTY

MULTNOMAH
COUNTY

SERVICES PRIMARILY FUNDED FROM LOCAL SOURCES
PUBLIC SAFETY
OPERATIONS
JAIL
PLANNING
PARKS AND RECREATION
DISTRICT ATTORNEY
JUVENILE
COUNTY FAIR
ROAD FUND
ROADS
DOG CONTROL

28. 99
3. 39
37 .16
0. 10
0.94
10.32
0

55. 36
25.66
61. 75
41. 24
12. 25
12. 9 5
0. 10

33.15
22.68

30. 20
0.80

SERVICES PRIMARILY FUNDED FROM FEDERAL AND STATE SOURCES
MENTAL HEALTH
PUBLIC HEALTH
AGING SERVICES

15.96
14. 71
12. 87

12.58
11. 35
2.14

In the remaining service areas, the differ e nces are far more
significant.
Each service has a relatively unique explanation
for the variations in differential.
For Public Safety, the
relative difference in Incorporated Area populations (45 percent
in Washington County versus 74 percent in Multnomah) may explain
the
difference
in
differentials.
Parks
and
Recreation
differentials vary because of the responsibility a ssume d by the
Tualatin Hills
Parks
and
Recreation
District.
Dog Control
differentials reflect the difference in responsibilities shared
by cities and the respective counties.
The differentials for
District Attorney prob a bly reflect characteristic differences in
incorporated areas and the change in responsibility for the court
system.
The Jail differential also demonstr a tes the difference
between in corporated areas in ea ch county; the same is true for
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Planning. The Road Fund differential is surprising, in that the
differentials as percentage of total expenditures are nearly
alike.
The explanation
for
this
probably relates
to
the
distribution of county roads.
In Multnomah County the mileage of
roads within cities was much greater than in Washington County,
and percentage of incorporated area in the county is also
higher.
This made the differential lower than it might have
been.
Over time, Washington County may more closely approximate
Multnomah County in the character of its differentials.
Since
the level of incorporation is lower in Washington County, the
extent of subsidies for locally funded services is also lower.
This study may simply have examined Washington County at an
earlier point in the development of service programs than
Multnomah County.

COUNTY EXPENDITURES FOR URBAN SERVICES
In the first phase of the Urban Services Study the County's
expenditures for Urban Services were ignored, as the distribution
of County expenditures was unknown.
The results of this phase
will permit recalculating of total expenditures, which will be
reported in an addendum to the first phase report.
However, the
summary impact of County expenditures is reported here.
Table 63
portrays total expenditures (level of effort) by all governmental
j ur i sd ic ti ons for urban services within the County Urban Growth
Boundary. Expenditures for each incorporated area are reported by
jurisdiction name.
Expenditures for
selected unincorporated
areas are reported under the common names for those areas.
Total urban serivce expenditures (listed in Table 63) for most
incorporated areas are in excess of $20 per $1000 assessed
value.
Tigard,
Cornelius,
Durham
and
King
City
are
the
exceptions.
Total expenditures for unincorporated areas are
below this amount.
They range from $15. 00 to $19. 00 per $1000
assessed value.
This is a very narrow range,
indicating a
relatively uniform level of expenditure effort for urban serivces
in the Suburban Area, even though there are several different
service providers.
More importantly, while the Suburban Area
expenditure range is generally lower than for incorporated areas,
some incorporated areas--identi f ied ear 1 ier--are also below the
$ 20 threshold.
There appears to be a minimum level of urban
service expenditure effort expected by the public.
Indeed,
Aloha/Cedar Hills, with a combined population approximating the
combined population of Beaverton and Hillsboro, receives a level
of expenditure for urban services that is only $6 per $1000
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assessed value less than the average expenditures of these two
jurisdictions, and is $1 per $1000 assessed value less than
Hillsboro level of effort.
Exceptions to this minimum level of expenditures, which appears
to be about $15. 00 per $1000 assessed va 1 ue in Urban/Suburban
Areas, are in the Rural Areas of the County, which receive about
$6.00 to $8.00 per $1000 assessed value in service expenditures.
King City and Durham are al so exceptions in that they receive
about $11.00 and $12.00, respectively. Those areas of the County
in which service expenditures exceed $25.00 per $1000 assessed
value appear
to
be
typified by significant infrastructure
expenditures
for
urban
renewal
or
future
growth.
Most
incorporated areas expend about $25.00 per $1000 assessed value.
The one outlier is Beaverton, which expends $30.00 per $1000
assessed value, and the principal contributor to this expenditure
level appears to be the Urban Renewal Agency.
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TABLE 63

TOTAL EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA AND PER $1,000 ASSESSED
VALUE FOR URBAN SERVICES BY AREA
A Recapitulation of Table 83 and 84, Phase I Report
AREA

SERVED BY

TOTAL PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

TOTAL PERCAPITA

BEAVERTON

COUNTY
BEAVERTON
TUALATIN HILLS
USA
TOTAL

0.99
24. 35
2.44
3.01
30.79

19. 68
841. 78
66. 30
84.21
1101.97

HILLSBORO

COUNTY
HILLSBORO
USA
TOTAL

0.99
16.55
3.01
20.55

19.68
4 25. 2 3
84.21
5 29 . 11

TIGARD

COUNTY
TIGARD
TIGARD WATER D
TUALATIN RFD
USA
TOTAL

0.99
5.65
2. 26
3.15
3.01
15.06

19.68
249. 77
79.02
119.99
84.21
552.67

FOREST GROVE

COUNTY
FOREST GROVE
USA
TOTAL

0.99
21. 07
3.01
25. 07

19. 68
4 23. 71
84.21
5 27. 59

TUALATIN

COUNTY
TUALATIN
TUALATIN RFD
USA
TOTAL

0.99
17. 9 3
3.15
3.01
25. 08

19.68
6 55. 28
119.99
8 4. 21
879.15

CORNELIUS

COUNTY
CORNELIUS
USA
TOTAL

0.99
13.41
3.01
17.41

19. 68
278. 37
84.21
38 2. 26
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TABLE 63 CONTINUED

AREA

SERVED BY

TOTAL PER $1000
ASSESSED VALUE

SHERWOOD

COUNTY
SHERWOOD
TUALATIN RFD
USA
TOTAL

0.99
19. 22
3.15
3.01
26. 37

19.68
478.94
119.99
8 4. 21
702.89

KING CITY

COUNTY
KING CITY
TIGARD WATER D
TUALATIN RFD
USA
TOTAL

0.99
1.63
2. 26
3.15
3.01
11.04

19. 68
7 3. 30
79.02
119.99
84.21
37 6. 19

DURHAM

COUNTY
DURHAM
TUALATIN RFD
USA
TOTAL

0.99
5.53
3.15
3.01
12.68

19. 68
210.54
119.99
84.21
4 34. 41

ALOHA/
CEDAR HILLS

COUNTY
WOLF CREEK WO
TUALATIN HILLS
WC RFD # 1
USA
TOTAL

5.48
5.54
2.44
3.08
3.01
19. 55

14 2. 4 2
212.30
66. 30
9 0. 36
84. 21
595.58

GARDEN HOME

COUNTY
METZGER WATER D
TUALATIN HILLS
we RFD # 1
USA
TOTAL

5.48
4. 7 2
2.44
3.08
3. 01
18. 7 3

14 2. 4 2
161. 9 2
66. 30
90. 36
8 4. 21
5 4 5. 20

WEST SLOPE

COUNTY
5.48
WEST SLOPE WATER D 1. 94
TUALATIN HILLS
2.44
WC RFD #1
3.08
USA
3. 01
TOTAL
15.95

14 2. 4 2
49.80
66. 30
9 0. 36
8 4. 21
4 3 3. 08
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TOTAL PERCAPITA

TABLE 63 CONTINUED

AREA

SERVED BY

ORENCO

COUNTY
WOLF CREEK WO
we RFD # 2
OSA
TOTAL

5.48
5.54
1. 31
3. 0' 1
15. 34

14 2. 4 2
212. 30'
32.47
84.21
4 71. 39

WASHINGTON
SQ OARE

COONTY
METZGER WO
WC RFD # 1
OSA
TOTAL

5.48
4.72
3.0'8
3. 0' 1
16. 29

14 2. 4 2
161. 9 2
9 0'. 36
84. 21
478.91

RALEIGH
HILLS

COON TY
RALEIGH WATER D
TUALATIN HILLS
we RFD #1
USA
TOTAL

5.48
2.0'6
2.44
3. 0'8
3.01
16.07

14 2. 4 2
71.87
66. 30
90. 36
84.21
455.15

RURAL - WEST
COONTY

COUNTY
CORNELIUS FIRE
TOTAL

5.48
0.58
6.06

14 2. 4 2
10'.65
153.07

RORAL - EAST
COUNTY

COUNTY
TUALATIN RFD
TOTAL

5.48
3.15
8. 6 3

14 2. 4 2
119.99
26 2. 41

TOTAL PER $10'0'0'
ASSESSED VALUE

TOTAL PERCAPITA

Per capita expenditures appear to follow the same patterns as
those discussed above.
The high per capita expenditure efforts
of Beaverton and Tualatin reflect the infrastructure efforts of
both jurisdictions:
Sherwood's expenditures, on the other hand,
appear to reflect a similar effort to accommodate growth, but
from a smaller population base.
It should be remembered that
Sherwood
relies heavily on LID
financing
for
most capital
improvements.
More importantly, however, the table indicates
that, regardless of population density, per capita expenditures
are about the same.
This again would seem to point to a minimum
level of expected service effort.
The

exact

nature

of

this

minimum
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service

effort

is

hard

to

define.
It is masked by the mix of revenues used to finance
service delivery in the County. As reported in the phase one
study, the County (excluding USA) appeared to derive about 60
percent of its revenue from the property tax, the citiesa bout 19
percent.
In the unincorporated areas of the County, however, the
mix of service providers also contributes to the combination of
revenue sources.
While cities are also served by special
districts, the range of services provided by cities is generally
much greater. Thus, special districts provide only a limited set
of services within city boundaries.
In comparison, the county
provides
a
much
more
limited
set
of
services
to
the
unincorporated area, and special district services provide a
greater impact on service and revenue source diversity.
Hence,
even within county boundaries, the public clearly has many
expectations regarding service delivery.
At the same time,
however,
these
variations
have
limits
that
are
clearly
discernable.
It is more surprising that there is as much
commonality among geograhpic areas of the County as there are
extremes.

CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS
The task given the research team did not include discussion and
recommendation of
specific policy options
for
the County.
Instead, the project was in tended to identify the extent and
location of existing subsidies.
On this basis, the following
discussion sets out a series of general directions that may be
followed by the County, cities, and special distri c ts.
No
judg e ment
is
made
on
which
ar e
the
b e st
options:
that
responsibility lies with County decisionmakers.
Expenditu r es for the library a nd road service s a nalyzed in this
report were considered in terms of the County budget.
However, a
great deal of cooper a tion e xists between the cities and the
County in th e provi s ion o f thes e s e rvi c es.
City and County
revenues blend, and this report could not account for the effects
of this situation.
As previously mentioned, library services as
a ctua l 1 y provided by the cities, a nd part o f the f unding and
Central Services are provided by the County. With roads, certain
County r e venues are sh a red with the c ities.
I t may b e useful to
r e-analyze th es e servic es in the f uture, in order t o b e tter
understand the relationships between city and County programs.
Cl e ar 1 y, sub s idies e xi s t in the servi ce expend itures of th e
County. Some of these subsidies are produced by the revenuer a ising and expenditure deci s ions of the County. On th e other
hand, some sub dsi d ie s ar e produced by r e venu e a nd e x p e nditur e
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decisions of other units of government, namely the State of
Oregon and the federal government.
Those subsidies produced
locally may be more readily addressed.
Just as importantly, some of the subsidies can be identified as
desired
policy decisions
reached
by public
officials.
As
indicated earlier, many federal programs, because of the federal
income tax and
federal
policy decisions,
are intentionally
subsidizing
services
to
certain
segments
of
society.
Unintentional or historically invisible subsidies are of the most
interest and concern here. These subsidies may be of significant
importance to County, city, and special district officials, since
they represent a
potential
target
for
improvement
in
the
effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery in the County.
Indeed, the current efforts by the County and cities to rectify
inequities in the road financing program indicate that a serious
commitment has already been made to the improvement of service
delivery.
Unless
continued
attention
is
paid
to existing
inequities, they may only increase in the future.
Three broad strategies are available to the County. These
three, however, are not mutually ex cl us i ve, and an even greater
number of approaches to the issues are possible.
The three
general options are 1) changes in the County revenue structure,
2) changes in County expenditure patterns and, 3) changes in the
pattern of land incorporation.
The first option could be based
either on an effort to have beneficiaries of public services pay
fully for the benefits they receive, or on an approach that would
involve
subsidizing
certain
economically
disadvantaged
individuals.
Fees and services charges are methods of executing
first option; special assessment districts represent another
option.
In the latter option, additional property tax increments
could be levied on target areas to pay for increased service
levels.
Alternatively, generalized revenue sources, such as the
property tax or income tax, can be used to redistribute income
among specific societal groups.
The choice of method depends on
the specific policy goals and objectives desired.
For expenditures, the County could alter the level of service
provided in selected program areas.
Services could be reduced,
or
offered
through
special
arrangements
to
individual
jurisdictions.
The County could also establish a minimum level
of service provision across
incorporated and unincorporated
areas.
Additional
services could be purchased on contract
through special assessments or other arrangements.
Finally, the pattern of incorporation currently exhibited in
the County could also be changed, and more quickly than would be
anticipated.
The impact would be to alter the pattern of
differentials,
probably
increasing
the
subsidy
from
the
incorporated to the uni ncorpa ted areas of the County. It seems
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likely that
incorporation will continue, most likely on a
piecemeal basis.
The relevant question, then, is not if, but
when, and based on what strategy.
As Multnomah County, Portland,
and Gresham have already established, it is possible for the
affected jurisdictions to set out a plan for the service delivery
to areas within the County. A similar plan has already been
partially created in land use plans developed in the County, but
neither the effort nor the approach to operationalizing them has
been
developed.
Instead
of
remaining
passive,
existing
jurisdictions could adopt a clear policy on urban service
provision and annexation.
This po 1 icy could even ex tend to the
encouragement,
particularly
by
the
County,
of
specific
jurisdictional service responsibilities in incorporated areas.
There are many options and variations to the themes advanced
above. Washington County has already begun to develop approaches
to the resolution of the problems identified here.
The most
promising aspect of this research has been the collective effort
made by all jurisdictions in the County. There is no guarantee
that the process of intergovernmental collaboration will be
peaceful or cooperative; if it were, the best possible results
for the public might not be obtained.
The fact, however, that
seventeen jurisdictions have funded this study and collaborated
in
its
production
indicates
that
the
basic
framework
of
productive intergovernmental relations exists.
Based on an
effective
process
of
communication
and
identification
of
practical alternatives, the jurisdictions within the County can
move toward an improved service deli very system for al 1 County
residents.

- 157 -

Appendix A
CONGRESSIONAL INTENT IN 0 & C TIMBER REVENUE DISTRIBUTION

PREPARED BY:

KATHI A. KETCHESON

QUESTION
What was the Congressional intent in granting revenue derived
from the sale of timber harvested on O & C lands to Oregon
counties?
Specifically,
are
the
benefits
of
this
revenue
intended for all residents these counties, or primarily for those
residing in the rural areas, where,
1. the timber is harvested on rural lands,
2. the revenue is distributed to counties from a special
fund, and
3. the lands are administered by the federal government?

BRIEF ANSWER
Revenue derived from the sale of timber harvested on o & C lands
with in Oregon counties is intended to benefit a 11 residents of
counties containing these lands.
The purpose of the revenue
distribution formula stated in the Chamberl a in-Ferris Revestment
Act of 1916
(Pub. Law 64-86,
39 Stat.
218 ) and its later
amendments was to ensure 1) annual revenue in lieu of taxes which
would have been collected by the State and counties, had the land
remained under their administration, and 2) revenue in lieu of
taxes accrued on the land prior to March 1, 1938 (44 Stat. 915).
Creation of the Oregon and California land gra nt fund, into which
a ll O & C timbe r r e venue is placed, was intended to pr e v e nt those
counties whi ch ma y have g reater yearly timbe r h a rv es t s than
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others from receiving disproportionate shares of the revenue.
Revenue flowing
to the counties
is thus
removed
from
its
geogr aph i .c a 1 source, i.e., rural forest lands, and is derived,
rather, from a federal pool of funds allotted to the counties at
the will of Congress. The counties do not have a specific right
to this revenue.
The courts have determined that both the lands
and the revenue derived from them are the exclusive property of
the United States government and that only Congress has the power
to determine what portion of that revenue, if any, to distribute
to the counties.
Congress can amend or repeal statutes governing
the distribution of revenue to the counties at will.

STATEMENT OF FACTS
Under the Chamberlain-Ferris Revestmen t Act of 1916, the United
States government revested undisposed of lands formerly granted
by Congress to the Oregon and California Railroad Company ( 39
Stat. 218). The railroad had violated a proviso to the granting
sta tute regarding the sale of land to settlers, and so forfeited
the unsold lands to the United States (Pub.Res. 18, 60th Cong.,
1st Sess., 35 Stat. 571) • In the 1916 Act, Congress provided for
1) the classification of land according to use, 2) the sale of
timber harvested from timber lands, 4) the sale of non-mineral
agricultural lands for settlement under homest e ad laws, and 4)
the creation of the Oregon and California land-grant fund.
Re venue deriv e d from the rev e sted lands would be plac e d in a
special fund within the U.S.
Treasury general fund,
to be
distributed as compensation a) to the railroad for the revested
lands (Oregon and C.R.R. Co. v.
United States, 1915, 238 U.S.
3 9 3 , 3 5 s • C t • 9 0 8 , 5 9 L • Ed • 1 3 6 0 ) , an a b ) to the s ta t e an a
counties for back taxes owed them a nd future taxes they would
h ave co l lect ed , had the lands remained und e r th e ir jurisdi c tion,
for provisi on of r oad s , schools, highwa ys, b rid ges , a nd p or t
districts.
The Act set out a formula by which revenue would be
distributed; later amendments refined this formula and removed
restrictions on how the money could be spe nt.
O & C revenue is
paid into the counties' ge ner a l fund s .

APPLICABLE STATUTES
Aug . 28 , 1937, Pu b . La w 75-4 05 , 50 Sta t. 8 74 (ame n d in g June 9 ,
1916, Pu b . Law 64 -86 , 39 S t at . 218 , Sec. 10 par a gr ap h 2) :

-

159 -

TITLE II
That on and
Treasury of
the "Oregon
distributed

after March 1, 1938, all moneys deposited in the
the United States in the special fund designated
and California land-grant fund" shall be
annually as follows:

[a] Fifty per centum to the counties in which the lands
revested under the Act of June 9, 1916 (39 Stat. 218), are
situated, to be payable on or after June 30, 1938, and each
year thereafter to each of the said counties in the
proportion that the total assessed value of the Oregon and
California grant lands in each of said counties for the year
1915 bears to the total assessed value of all of said lands
in the State of Oregon for said year, such moneys to be used
as other county funds.
April 21, 1976, Pub.L.
(amending 50 Stat. 874):

94-273,

sec.

2(28),

90

Stat.

376

[b] Twenty-five per centum to said counties as money in lieu
of taxes accrued or which shall accrue to them prior to
March 1, 1938, under the provisions of the Act of July 13,
1926 (44 Stat. 915) ,and which taxes are unpaid on said date,
such moneys to be paid to said counties severally by the
Secretary of the Treasury of the United States, upon
certification by the Secretary of the Interior, until such
tax indebtedness as shall have accrued prior to March 1,
19 38, is extinguished.

From and after payment of the above accrued taxes said 25
per centum shall be accredited annually to the general fund
in the Treasury of the United States until all reimbursable
charges against the Oregon and California land-grant fund
owing to the general fund in the Treasury have been paid:
Provided, That if for any year after the extinguishment of
the tax indebtedness accruing to the counties prior to March
1, 1938, under the provisions of forty-fourth Statutes, page
915, the total amount payable under subsection [a] of this
section is less than 78 per centum of the aggregate amount
of tax claims which accrued to said counties under said Act
for the year 1934, there shall be additionally payable for
such year such portion of said 25 per centum [but not in
excess of three-fifths of said 25 per centum], as may be
necessary to make up the deficiency.
When the general fund
in the Treasury has been fully reimbursed for the
expenditures which were made charges against the Oregon and
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California land-grant fund said 25 per centum shall be paid
annually, on or after September 30, to the several counties
in the manner provided in section [a] of this section.
(see main volumn for text of c)
NOTE: Subsequent annual Appropriation Act provisos have
validly amended the 1937 statute, limiting the counties to
lesser shares of the revenue (Skoko v.
Andrus, 638 F.2d
1154)

DISCUSSION
Timber lands are classified as rural (77 CJS 547, RURAL). Thus,
the geographic source of timber harvest revenue may be termed
rural.
It would seem logical, then, to say that since o & C
timber lands are rural, the geographic source of revenue produced
by the sale of that timber is rural.
But whereas it is undeniable that the timber is harvested on
rural lands, it is harvested on lands belonging to the federal
government, the sole possessor of the lands and revenue derived
from them.
Therefore, geographic distinctions made by a county
when referring to lands under its jurisdiction are inapplicable.
The lands should be referred to as federal, or public lands,
which may be rural, but are not county rural lands.
Also, the
path taken by the revenue from its geographic source to its
eventual recipients is not straightforward; that is, the revenue
is not derived by the counties, but by the federal government,
which then disburses it according to statute.
Let us examine the
first of these issues, the ownership and disposition of O & c
lands.
The original granting of land to the Oregon and California
Railroad was intended to promote the development of the Oregon
Territory. In selling the land to large purchasers, primarily
lumber interests, the railroad violated Congressional directives
that the land b e sold in small parc e ls to settlers and at low
prices.
For this reason, Congress enacted the Chamberlain-Ferris
Revestment Act of 1916, which has been subsequently amended.
Recognizing that the revestment remov e d huge tracts of land from
the State tax rolls, thereby depriving the State of future
revenue for schools and roads, Congress devised a formula by
which reve nu e d e rive d from o & c lands would be distributed to
the State, counties, and the federal government.
In particular,
the formula was designed to ensure that those counties in which
greate r amounts of timb e r might be harvested than in others would
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not benefit disproportionally.
In an action against the Secretary of the Interior challenging
a 1954 statute that transferred jurisdiction of O & C lands to
the Department of Agriculture, the court held that when the
United States revested the O&C lands it was an act of eminent
domain, and disposition of the lands and revenue derived from
them is within the discretion of Congress (Clackamas County v.
McKay, 226 F.2d 343). Clackamas County objected to the transfer,
claiming that the sovereign authority of the State had been
violated, and feared that a reduction in income from the lands
would result.
The court stated that, al though the lands 1 ie
within the boundaries of a sovereignity (the State), ownership of
the lands clearly lies with the United States, and any reductions
is income to counties or the State is within the discretion of
Congress. Clackamas County therefore had no standing to challenge
the statute.
In another action by Clackamas County challenging annual
Appropriation Act provisos that amended the O & C statutes and
reduced the County's shares of the timber revenue, the court held
that, "Whatever the Congress did to alleviate the loss of tax
revenues suffered by the O & C counties when the O & C lands were
revested in the United States was an act of grace on the part of
Congress.
It conferred no rights upon the counties to the
continuance of Congress's bounty.
Congress could amend or repeal
the Act
in question without
infringing
any
right
of
the
counties."
(Skoko v.
Andrus, 638 F.2d 1157, 1979) Counties
containing O & C lands have no rights entitling them to the
revenue, but receive it at the will of Congress. The court's
language also makes it clear that revenue from these lands is
derived by the United States as the so le severe ign i ty: "Between
1916 and 1926, the United States derived little revenue from the
0 & C lands.
As a result, the third stage payments to the
counties never materialized."
(Ibid.)
The second issue, and perhaps the most important, is the method
by which revenue from O & C timber sales is distributed to the
counties.
Revenue derived by the United States from these sales
is placed in a special fund in the Treasury of the United States.
It is then distributed to the counties according to a formula
stated in the Chamberlain-Ferris Act, as refined by its later
amendments and annual Appropriation Act provisos.
The formula is
not related in any way to the locations of timber harvests;
indeed, the formula is designed to eliminate the identification
of harvests by county and to pool the money into a general fund.
The only distinction made in regard to specific counties is that
the shares received by each county are in the proportion that the
total assessed value of 0 & C lands within each for the year 1915
bears to the total assessed value of these lands in the State of
Oregon for that year.
This distinction is not related to the
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geographic locations of yearly harvests.
Thus, the federal revenue dervied from the sale of timber
harvested on O & C lands is placed in the federal treasury and
distributed to the counties under a formula stated and refined in
statutes, at the discretion of Congress. This revenue does not
pass from its geographic source directly to its recipients.
And,
designated as other county funds, it is in tended to provide a
benefit to all the residents of receiving counties; a county is
not restricted in its use of the revenue, but its provision is
intended for the general benefit of the county.
In summation, neither O & C lands, nor the revenue derived from
them, are the possession of the counties, so that geographic
distinctions regarding revenue sources within county boundaries
are not applicable.
Both the lands and source of the revenue
should be termed federal. In addition, the method of revenue
distribution involves the transfer of funds from a federal source
(the Treasury of the United States) to the counties under a
formula developed as a means of righting an inequity that
resulted from the revestment of O & C lands.
This serves to
further confirm that the revenue source is feder a 1.
The term
"rural" is inapplicable to the discussion of O & C ti mber
revenue.

- 16 3 -

Appendix B

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE AND COUNTY STAFF CONTACTED

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Mark Arbuthnot

Cornelius

Denis Borman

King City

Charles Cameron

Washinton County

Don Carlson

METRO

Dick Carson

Washington County Fire #1

Blair Crumpacker

Beaverton

Gordon Dawson

Tualatin

Pat Demarinis

Wolf Creek Highway Water Dist.

Dick Dieterich

Forest Grove

Dick Duyck

Washington County Fire #2

Tim Erwert

Hillsboro

Bob Jean

Tigard

Chuck Jones

Washington County Fire #1

Noel Klein

Beaverton

John Krawczyk

Unified Sewerage Agency

Jim Larkins

Cornelius
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Jesse Lohman

Metzger Water District

Joy Martin

Tigard

Jack Nelson

Beaverton

Jane Jensen-Norman

Washington County

Jeanne Percy

Durham

Floyd Pittard

Tualatin Fire District

Dan Potter

Wilsonville

Steve Rhodes

Tualatin

Paul Shinn

Washington County

Gene Siebel

Wolf Creek Highway Water Dist

Theodore Spence

ODOT

Bruce Thomson

Wa shington County

Russ Washburn

Tualatin Rural Fire District
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WASHINGTON COUNTY STAFF CONTACTED DURING COURSE OF STUDY

STAFF MEMBER

DEPARTMENT OR OFFICE

Don Stillwell

Administrative Off ice

Charles Cameron

Administrative Off ice

Bruce Thomson

Administrative Off ice

Don Mason

Assessment and Taxation

Paul Shinn

Finance and Administration

Rick Daniels

Transportation and Land Use

Bruce Warner

Transportation and Land Use

John Rosenberger

Transportation and Land use

Jane Jensen-Norman

Transportation and Land use

Tim Tiler

Transportation and Land use

R. Charles Pearson

Transportation and Land Use

Loren Meinz

Transportation and Land use

Steve Conway

Transportation and Land Use

Rick Rider

Transportation and Land Use

John Gray

Transportation and Land Use

Steve Bittle

Transportation and Land Use

John Krawczyk

Unified Sewerage Agency

Larry Shadbolt

Office of Community Development

Donna Selle

Cooperative Library Service

Sheriff Bill Probstfield

Public Safety

LT. Steve Wineager

Public Safety
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Gene Bonney

Public Safety

Jerry Harkins

Juvenile Department

Rick DeMars

Community Corrections

Jim Carr

District Attorney

Ann Karland

Law Library

Judge Payne

Tigard Justice Court

Chuck Fuchs

Dog Control

Jim Watson

Dog Control

Adeline Hesse

County Fair

Mary Sorenson

Public Health

P..l ice McCar ter

Mental Health

J a n Marshall

Mental He a lth

Bob Tepper

Area Agency on Aging

Linda Gesler

Juvenile Services Commission
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